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MID-STATE PROJECT, NEBRASKA 


MONDAY, APRIL 27, 1959 


Hovse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INsULAR AFFarRs, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 9 :50 a.m., pursuant to call, in the committee 
room, New House Office Building, Hon. Walter Rogers (chairman of 
thesubcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Rocrers. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation will 
come to order for the consideration of several bills to provide for Fed- 
eral cooperation with the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, 
Nebraska, in the construction of the Mid-State project. 

Those are bills H.R. 973, H.R. 3662, H.R. 5073. All of those will 
be included in the record at this point, together with departmental 
reports, when and if received. 


As I understand, they have been requested, both from Interior and 
Defense, but have not been received at this point. 
(The bills and reports referred to follow :) 


{H.R. 973, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide for Federal cooperation with the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation 
District, Nebraska, in the construction of the Mid-State project 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Interior is authorized 
to cooperate with the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District in the construc- 
tion of a multipurpose project in the Missouri River Basin, known as the mid- 
State reclamation project, Nebraska, for the principal purposes of (1) furnishing 
a surface irrigation water supply for approximately one hundred and forty 
thousand acres of land; (2) aiding in the replenishment of the supply of ground 
water for domestic and agricultural uses; (3) providing flood contro! benefits; 
(4) preservation and propagation of fish and wildlife; (5) enhancement of recrea- 
tional opportunities; and (6) production of hydroelectric power. 

Sec. 2. There is hereby authorized an appropriation which shall be available 
for (a) a loan by the United States, acting through the Secretary of the Interior, 
to the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, Nebraska, of an amount equal 
to that portion of the estimated cost of constructing the Mid-State project which 
the Secretary determines to be equitably allocable to irrigation, and (b) a grant 
by the United States, acting through the Secretary of the Interior, to said 
District of an amount equal to the sum of that portion of the estimated cost of 
constructing the Mid-State project which the Secretary of the Interior, with 
the concurrence of the Secretary of the Army, determines to be equitably allocable 
to flood control and that portion which the Secretary of the Interior determines 
to be equitably allocable to fish, wildlife and recreation purposes: Provided, That 
the sum of the loan and grants hereby authorized shall not exceed in the aggregate 
$70,000,000, plus or minus such amounts, if any, as may be justified by reason of 
ordinary fluctuations in construction costs as indicated by engineering cost 
indexes applicable to the types of construction involved therein. Any appropria- 
tion made pursuant hereto shall remain available until expended. 
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Sec. 3. The financing of the cost of construction of single-purpose commercig} 
hydroelectric power facilities shall be the responsibility of the Nebrask a 
: oe : aska Mid. 
State Reclamation District. If commercial power is developed in connection 
with any feature of the project, an appropriate share of the loan to the district 
shall be allocated to that purpose and shall be returnable with interest in not 
more than fifty years from the time commercial power is first produced in ¢op. 
nection with that feature, with interest on the unamortized balance of that Share 
of the loan at a rate equal to the average rate (which rate shall be certified by the 
Secretary of the Treasury) paid by the United States on its marketable long-term 
loans outstanding on the date of this Act. The term “commercial power”, ag 
used in this Act, does not include pumping power or interchange power developed 
in connection with facilities constructed for the principal purpose of producing 
irrigation pumping power. 

Sec. 4. Prior to making the loan and grant authorized by section 3 of this Act 
the Secretary of the Interior shall have— ° 

(a) determined that the project proposal of the Nebraska Mid-State 
Reclamation District, if effected, would reasonably assure such engineeripe 
feasibility as to accomplish the purposes of said district and is a reasonable 
financial risk under the provisions of this Act; and ; 

(b) satisfied himself that the district already holds or can acquire aij 
lands and interests in lands (except public and other lands and interests 
in lands, if any, owned by the United States which are within the admin. 
istrative jurisdiction of the Secretary and subject to disposition by him) 
and rights to the use of water necessary for the successful construction, 
operation, and maintenance of the project ; and 

(c) required the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District to enter into 
a contract providing for repayment of the loan and of the reasonable cost 
of any plans, specifications and unpublished material furnished to the 
district by the Secretary and the cost of making and administering the loan, 
including costs associated therewith incurred prior to this Act but after 
January 1, 1955. The contract shall require repayment thereof within a 
period of not more than sixty years, including any necessary development 
period, which sixty-year period shall begin to run, with respect to the portion 
of the loan and other costs which is attributable to any block of irrigable 
lands, at the time project water is first available for those lands. 

There shall be included in the contract such other provisions as the Secretary 
of the Interior finds pertinent to reasonable assurance of full repayment of a 
loan as aforesaid. 

Sec. 5. Prior to making the grant authorized by section 8 of this Act, the 
Secretary of the Army and the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District shall 
have entered into a contract designed to assure such operation of the mid-State 
project as will produce the benefits upon which the flood-control allocation is 
predicated, and the Secretary of the Interior and the Mid-State Reclamation 
District shall have entered into an agreement which will assure operation of 
the Mid-State project so as to produce the benefits upon which the fish and wild- 
life and recreational allocations are predicated, including, in the case of recrea- 
tion, the construction of such additional facilities as are required. The contract 
shall provide for operation by the United States or for repayment of the amount 
of the grant in the event of failure to comply with its provisions respecting oper- 
ation for flood control, fish and wildlife, and recreation. 

Sec. 6. Any contract entered into under this Act prior to the appropriation 
of the full amount of funds required therefor shall recite that the obligation of 
the United States thereunder is contingent upon the making of appropriations 
therefor. 

Sec. 7. The authority to make the loan and grant contained in this Act shall 
expire on the tenth anniversary of the date of enactment of this Act. 


{H.R. 3662, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide for Federal cooperation with the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation 
District, Nebraska, in the construction of the Mid-State project 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Interior is author 
ized to cooperate with the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District in the con 
struction of a multipurpose reclamation project in the Missouri River Basi, 
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known as the Mid-State reclamation project, Nebraska, for the principal purposes 
of (1) furnishing a surface irrigation water supply for approximately one hun- 
dred and forty thousand acres of land; (2) aiding in the replenishment of the 
supply of ground water for domestic and agricultural uses; (3) providing flood- 
control benefits; (4) preservation and propagation of fish and wildlife; (5) 
enhancement of recreational opportunities; and (6) production and transmis- 
sion of hydroelectric power. arid 

Src. 2. The Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized on behalf of the 
United States, (a) to lend to the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, 
Nebraska, an amount equal to that portion of the estimated cost of constructing 
the Mid-State project which the Secretary of the Interior determines to be 
equitably allocable to irrigation; (b) to grant to said district an amount equal 
to the sum of that portion of the estimated cost of constructing the Mid-State 
project which the Secretary of the Interior determines to be equitably allocable 
to flood control based upon flood benefit data furnished by the United States 
Corps of Engineers and together with the portions of the operation and main- 
tenance costs allocated to flood control or the capitalized value of the equivalent 
thereof, and (c) to grant to said district an amount equal to the sum of that 
portion which the Secretary of the Interior determines to be equitably allocable 
to fish, wildlife, and minimum basic recreational purposes: Provided, That the 
sum of the loans and grants hereby authorized shall not exceed in the aggregate 
$81,500,000 (April 1958 prices) plus or minus such amounts, if any, as may be 
justified by reason of ordinary fluctuations in construction costs as indicated by 
engineering cost indexes applicable to the types of construction involved therein. 
If the construction costs allocable to irrigation exceed $46,000,000 or if the total 
amount of the loans and grants made hereunder exceeds $74,000,000, plus or 
minus such amounts, if any, as may be justified by reason of ordinary fluctua- 
tions in construction costs as indicated by engineering cost indexes applicable to 
the types of construction involved therein, the excess shall be allocated to irriga- 
tion and shall be recovered by the Secretary of Interior from those net revenues 
derived from the marketing of power from Federal works in the Missouri River 
Basin constructed or authorized to be constructed under the comprehensive plan 
approved by section 9 of the Act of December 22, 1944, as amended and supple- 
mented, which are surplus to the payment requirements of the Missouri River 
Basin project returnable from power revenues in accordance with law. 

Sec, 3. The financing of the cost of construction of single-purpose commercial 
hydroelectric power facilities shall be the responsibility of the Nebraska Mid- 
State Reclamation District. The portion of the loan represented by the esti- 
mated cost of construction allocated to making provision for future commercial 
power development, such as penstocks and other appurtenant structures, shall be 
repaid concurrently with, and within the same period as, the portion of the loan 
represented by the estimated cost allocated to irrigation. In the event com- 
mercial power is developed prior to completion of repayment of the loan, pay- 
ments made by the district from the time such facilities first become revenue- 
producing shall include interest on the unpaid balances of that portion of the 
loan represented by such initial estimated cost of construction allocated to 
commercial power. Such interest shall be at a rate equal to the average rate 
(which rate shall be certified by the Secretary of the Treasury) paid by the 
United States on its marketable long-term loans outstanding on the date of this 
Act. The term “commercial power”, as used in this Act, does not include pump- 
ing power, interchange power, or surplus energy developed in connection with 
facilities constructed for the principal purpose of producing irrigation pumping 
power. 

Sec. 4. Prior to making the loan and grant authorized by section 2 of this Act, 
the Secretary of the Interior shall have— 

(a) determined that the project proposal of the Nebraska Mid-State 
Reclamation District, if effected, would reasonably assure such engineering 
feasibility as to accomplish the purposes of said district and is a reasonable 
financial risk under the provisions of this Act; 

(b) satisfied himself that the district already holds or can acquire all 
lands and interests in lands (except public and other lands and interests in 
lands, if any, owned by the United States which are within the administra- 
tive jurisdiction of the Secretary and subject to disposition by him) and 
rights to the use of water necessary for the successful operation of the 
project ; and 
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(c) required the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District to enter into 
a contract providing for repayment of the loan and of the reasonable Cost 
of any plans, specifications and unpublished material furnished to the dig. 
trict by the Secretary and the cost of making and administering the loa 
including costs associated therewith incurred prior to this Act but after 
January 1, 1955. The contract shall require payment thereof within a periog 
of sixty years, including any necessary development period, which sixty. 
year period shall begin to run, with respect to the portion of the loan and 
other costs which are attributable to any block of irrigable lands, at the 
time project water is first available for those lands, and shall provide that 
the district agrees not to deliver water from project facilities for irrigation 
purposes to land held in private ownership by any ene owner in excess of 
one hundred and sixty irrigable acres; and 
(d) certified to the Congress that an adequate soil survey and land 
classification has been made and that the lands to be irrigated are suscep 
tible to the production of agricultural crops by means of irrigation: Provided, 
That in making such certification, the Secretary of the Interior shall utilize 
such soil classification and economic information as is available or may be- 
come available from the Soil Conservation Service of the Department of 
Agriculture, or shall have satisfied himself that the successful irrigability of 
the lands and their susceptibility to sustained production of agricultural 
crops by means of irrigation has been demonstrated in practice. 
There shall be included in the contract such other provisions as the Secretary 
of the Interior finds pertinent to reasonable assurance of full repayment of 
loan as aforesaid. Upon the execution of a repayment contract pursuant to see- 
tion 4(c) of this Act, copies of such contract shall be submitted to the Com- 
mittees on Appropriations and on Interior and Insular Affairs of the House of 
Representatives and the Senate. No appropriation of funds shall be made for the 
loan or grants authorized by section 2 of this Act, except to the extent that 
funds may be required for preconstruction planning, prior to forty-five calendar 
days (which forty-five days, however, shall not include days on which either 
the House of Representatives or the Senate is not in session because of an ad- 
journment of more than three calendar days to a day certain), from the date on 
which the contract is submitted to the committees and then only if, within said 
forty-five days, neither the House nor the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs 
Committee disapproves the contract by committee resolution and so notifies both 
Appropriations Committees in writing: Provided, That if, prior to the expiration 
of said forty-five days, both the House and the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs 
Committees approve the contract by resolution and so notify the Appropriations 
Committees in writing, appropriation of funds for the project may be made 
at any time. 

Sec. 5. Prior to making the grant authorized by section 2 of this Act, (a) 
the Secretary of the Army and the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District 
shall have entered into a contract designed to assure such operation of the Mid- 
State project as will produce the benefits upon which the flood-control allocation 
is predicated, and (b) the Secretary of the Interior and the Mid-State Reclama- 
tion District shall have entered into a contract which will assure operation of 
the Mid-State project so as to produce the benefits upon which the fish and 
wildlife and recreational allocations are predicated. The contract shall provide 
for operation by the United States or for repayment of the amount of the 
grant in the event or failure to comply with its provisions respecting operation 
for flood control, fish and wildlife, and recreation. 

Sec. 6. Any contract entered into under this Act prior to the appropriation of 
the full amount of funds required therefor shall recite that the obligation of the 
United States thereunder is contingent upon the making of appropriations 
therefor. 

Sec. 7. The Mid-State Reclamation District shall report annually, on or be 
fore January 31 of each year, to the Congress and to the Secretary of the In- 
terior on the progress made during the preceding year under this Act. 

Sec. 8. The authority to make the loan and grant contained in this Act shall 
expire on the tenth anniversay of the date of enactment of this Act. 

Sec. 9. There is authorized to be appropriated to remain available until ex- 
pended, $81,500,000, plus or minus such amounts, if any, as may be justified by 
reason of ordinary fluctuations in construction costs as indicated by engineer- 
ing cost indexes applicable to the type of construction involved therein. 
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[H.R. 5073, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


BILL To provide for Federal cooperation with the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation 
A District, Nebraska, in the construction of the Mid-State project 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Interior is au- 
thorized to cooperate with the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District in 
the construction of a multipurpose reclamation project in the Missouri River 
Basin, known as the Mid-State reclamation project, Nebraska, for the principal 
purposes of (1) furnishing a surface irrigation water supply for approximately 
one hundred and forty thousand acres of land; (2) aiding in the replenishment 
of the supply of ground water for domestic and agricultural uses; (3) providing 
flood-control benefits; (4) preservation and propagation of fish and wildlife; 
(5) enhancement of recreational opportunities; and (6) production and trans- 
mission of hydroelectric power. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized on behalf of the 
United States, (a) to lend to the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District 
Nebraska, an amount equal to that portion of the estimated cost of constructing 
the Mid-State project which the Secretary of the Interior determines to be 
equitably allocable to irrigation; (b) to grant to said district and amount equal 
to the sum of that portion of the estimated cost of constructing the Mid-State 
project which the Secretary of the Interior determines to be equitably allocable 
to flood control based upon flood benefit data furnished by the United States 
Corps of Engineers and together with the portions of the operation and mainte- 
nance cost allocated to flood control or the capitalized value of the equivalent 
thereof, and (c) to grant to said district an amount equal to the sum of that 
portion which the Secretary of the Interior determines to be equitably allocable 
to fish, wildlife, and minimum basic recreational purposes: Provided, That the 
sum of the loans and grants hereby authorized shall not exceed in the aggre- 
gate $81,500,000 (April 1958 prices) plus or minus such amounts, if any, as 
may be justified by reason of ordinary fluctuations in construction costs as indi- 
cated by engineering cost indexes applicable to the types of construction involved 
therein. If the construction costs allocable to irrigation exceed $46,000,000 or 
if the total amount of the loans and grants made hereunder exceeds $74,000,000, 
plus or minus such amount, if any, as may be justified by reason of ordinary 
fluctuations in construction costs as indicated by engineering cost indexes appli- 
cable to the types of construction involved therein, the excess shall be allocated 
to irrigation and shall be recovered by the Secretary of Interior from those net 
revenues derived from the marketing of power from Federal works in the Mis- 
souri River Basin constructed or authorized to be constructed under the com- 
prehensive plan approved by section 9 of the Act of December 22, 1944, as 
amended and supplemented, which are surplus to the payment requirements of 
the Missouri River Basin project returnable from power revenues in accordance 
with law. 

Sec. 3. The financing of the cost of construction of single-purpose commercial 
hydrolectric power facilities shall be the responsibility of the Nebraska Mid- 
State Reclamation District. The portion of the loan represented by the esti- 
mated cost of construction allocated to making provision for future commercial 
power development, such as penstocks and other appurtenant structures, shall be 
repaid concurrently with, and within the same period as, the portion of the loan 
represented by the estimated cost allocated to irrigation. In the event com- 
mercial power is developed prior to completion of repayment of the loan, pay- 
ments made by the district from the time such facilities first become revenue- 
producing shall include interest on the unpaid balances of that portion of the 
loan represented by such initial estimated cost of construction allocated to com- 
mercial power. Such interest shall be at a rate equal to the average rate (which 
rate shall be certified by the Secretary of the Treasury) paid by the United 
States on its marketable long-term loans outstanding on the date of this Act. 
The term “commercial power”, as used in this Act, does not include pumping 
power, interchange power, or surplus energy developed in connection with 
facilities constructed for the principal purpose of producing irrigation pumping 
power. 

Sec. 4. Prior to making the loan and grant authorized by section 2 of this 
Act, the Secretary of the Interior shall have— 

(a) determined that the project proposal of the Nebraska Mid-State 
Reclamation District, if effected, would reasonably assure such engineering 
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feasibiliy as to accomplish the purposes of said district and is a reasonab] 
financial risk under the provisions of this Act; Fi 7 

(b) satisfied himself that the district already holds or can acquire all 
lands and interests in lands (except public and other lands and interests in 
lands, if any, owned by the United States which are within the administra. 
tive jurisdiction of the Secretary and subject to disposition by him) and 
rights to the use of water necessary for the successful operation of the 
project ; and 

(c) required the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District to enter into 
a contract providing for repayment of the loan and of the reasonable cost 
of any plans, specifications and unpublished material furnished to the dis. 
trict by the Secretary and the cost of making and administering the loan 
including costs associated therewith incurred prior to this Act but after 
January 1, 1955. The contract shall require payment thereof within a 
period of sixty years, including any necessary development period, which 
sixty-year period shall begin to run, with respect to the portion of the loan 
and other costs which are attributable to any block of irrigable lands, at 
the time project water is first available for those lands, and shall provide 
that the district agrees not to deliver water from project facilities for irri- 
gation purposes to land held in private ownership by any one owner in ex- 
cess of one hundred and sixty irrigable acres. 

(d) certified to the Congress that an adequate soil survey and land classj- 
fication has been made and that the lands to be irrigated are susceptible to 
the production of agricultural crops by means of irrigation: Provided, That 
in making such certification, the Secretary of the Interior shall utilize such 
soil clasification and economic information as is available or may become 
available from the Soil Conservation Service of the Department of Agri- 
culture, or shall have satisfied himself that the successful irrigability of 
the lands and their susceptibility to sustained production of agricultural 
crops by means of irrigation has been demonstrated in practice. 

There shall be included in the contract such other provisions as the Secretary 
of the Interior finds pertinent to reasonable assurance of full repayment of a loan 
as aforesaid. Upon the execution of a repayment contract pursuant to section 
4(c) of this Act, copies of such contract shall be submitted to the Committees on 
Appropriations and on Interior and Insular Affairs of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Senate. No appropriation of funds shall be made for the loan or 
grants authorized by section 2 of this Act, except to the extent that funds may be 
required for preconstruction planning, prior to forty-five calendar days (which 
forty-five days, however, shall not include days on which either the House of 
Representatives or the Senate is not in session because of an adjournment of 
more than three calendar days to a day certain), from the date on which the con- 
tract is submitted to the committees and then only if, within said forty-five days 
neither the House nor the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee disap- 
proves the contract by committee resolution and so notifies both Appropriations 
Committees in writing: Provided, That if, prior to the expiration of said forty- 
five days, both the House and the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committees 
approve the contract by resolution and so notify the Appropriations Committees 
in writing, appropriation of funds for the project may be made at any time. 

Sec. 5. Prior to making the grant authorized by section 2 of this Act, (a) the 
Secretary of the Army and the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District shall 
have entered into a contract designed to assure operation of the Mid-State project 
as will produce the benefits upon which the flood-control allocation is predicated, 
and (b) the Secretary of the Interior and the Mid-State Reclamation District 
shall have entered into a contract which will assure operation of the Mid-State 
project so as to produce the benefits upon which the fish and wildlife and recrea- 
tional allocations are predicated. The contract shall provide for operation by 
the United States or for repayment of the amount of the grant in the event or 
failure to comply with its provisions respecting operation for flood control, fish 
and wildlife, and recreation. 

Sec. 6. Any contract entered into under this Act prior to the appropriation of 
the full amount of funds required therefor shall recite that the obligation of the 
United States thereunder is contingent upon the making of appropriations there- 
for. 

Sec 7. The Mid-State Reclamation District shall report annually, on or before 
January 31 of each year, to the Congress and to the Secretary of the Interior on 
the progress made during the preceding year under this Act. 
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Sec. 8. The authority to make the loan and grant contained in this Act shall 
expire on the tenth anniversary of the date of enactment of this Act. 

Sec. 9. There is authorized to be appropriated to remain available until ex- 
pended, $81,500,000, plus or minus such amounts, if any, as may be justified by 
reason of ordinary fluctuations in construction costs as indicated by engineering 
cost indexes applicable to the type of construction involved therein. 


(Nore.—The report of the Department of the Interior was read into the 
appears on p. 36. 
Riera : DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D.C., April 28, 1959- 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, . 
Chairmau, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives. 


Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request to the Secretary 
of Defense for the views of the Department of Defense with respect to H.R. 
3662, 86th Congress, a bill to provide for Federal cooperation with the Nebraska 
Mid-State Reclamation District, Nebraska, in the construction of the Mid-State 
project. The Secretary of Defense has assigned to the Department of the Army 
the responsibility for preparation of a report. 

This bill would authorize Federal cooperation in the Mid-State, Nebraska, 
project through a loan by the Secretary of the Interior to the Nebraska Mid-State 
Reclamation District of a sum equal to that portion of the estimated cost of 
constructing the project which the Secretary determines to be equitably allocable 
to irrigation, a grant of an amount equal to the sum of that portion of the cost 
which the Secretary determines to be equitably allocable to flood control, based 
on benefit data furnished by the Corps of Engineers, and a grant of an amount 
which the Secretary determines allocable to fish, wildlife, and recreation, the 
total of the loan and grants not to exceed $81,500,000. The loan and grants 
would be contingent upon certain determinations by the Secretary of the In- 
terior and would also be contingent upon the Secretary of the Army and the 
reclamation district having entered into a contract designed to assure such 
operation of the project as would produce the benefits upon which the flood- 
control allocation and grant are predicated. 

With respect to the Federal grant in support of the flood control aspect of the 
project, the Department of the Army considers that the amount of the grant 
should not be the entire costs allocated to flood control since primarily local 
benefits should be paid for by local interests, and the amount ultimately de- 
termined should reflect current cost-sharing practices. In addition, it is con- 
sidered advisable that the bill should provide for the economic justification of 
the amount of the Federal flood control grant. It is suggested that these pur- 
poses could be achieved through revision of the bill by deletion of the words 
“determines to be equitably allocable to flood control based upon flood benefit 
data furnished by the U.S. Corps of Engineers and together with the portions 
of the operation and maintenance costs allocated to flood control or the capital- 
ized value of the equivalent thereof” in lines 13-18 on page 2 and insertion of 
language substantially as follows in lieu thereof: “‘, based on flood benefit data 
furnished by the Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army, determines to be 
economically justified and which represents that portion of the flood control 
costs which would normally be recommended for payment by the Federal 
Government in Federal flood control projects and thus exclusive of costs nor- 
mally borne by local interests in accordance with established cost-sharing 
policies, and together with those portions of the operation and maintenance 
costs allocated to flood control which would normally be paid by the Federal 
Government in a Federal flood control project or the capitalized value of the 
equivalent thereof.” 

With reference to the question of determining the engineering feasibility of 
the project, it is desirable that the Secretary of the Army be responsible for 
such determination with respect to flood control. Although such responsibility 
it not specifically placed upon the Secretary of the Army, this Department 
interprete the language in section 5 of the bill to carry with it the right of the 
Secretary to assure himself, prior to entering into the contract contemplated by 


that section, that the flood control features of the project have engineering 
feasibility. 
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The report of the Department of the Army on H.R. 5835, 85th Congress 
which had flood control provisions similar to H.R. 3662, was furnished the 
committee on June 27, 1958. Subsequent to receipt of that letter, the chairman, 
Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, by letter of July 12, 1958, re. 
quested the Chief of Engineers to furnish information on the flood control as. 
pects of the Mid-State project in accordance with views expressed by the 
Secretary of the Army. Studies were made by the Corps of Engineers and the 
requested information was furnished to the committee by letter dated April 
9, 1959. These studies were made in connection with the authorized review 
of reports on the Platte River and tributaries, Nebraska, with a view to deter. 
mining improvements required downstream from North Platte. 

The Department of the Army would have no objection to the enactment of 
H.R. 3662, subject to the revision suggested above. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submis. 
sion of this report, however the Bureau recommends that action on the bill 
be deferred. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILBER M. Brucker, 
Secretary of the Army. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D.C., April 9, 1959, 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your letter of July 12, 1958, request- 
ing certain information concerning the flood-control aspects of the project 
proposed by the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District for which legislation 
was under consideration by the committee. In my letter of August 13, 1958, [ 
informed you that the requested information would be developed by studies then 
underway. I am pleased to furnish the information requested. 

The grant for flood control that would be nonreimbursable if the legislation 
under consideration were amended as suggested in the Department of the Army's 
comments has been determined on the basis of the improvements proposed in the 
mid-State report and the project costs and benefits used in that report. In de 
termining the amount of the grant, the cost of rights-of-way, highway bridge 
alterations, and operation and maintenance for the channel and floodway 
features of the project have been deducted from the total cost allocated to fiood 
eontrol. This cost would be borne normally by local interests for a similar local 
protection project constructed by the Federal Government. 

The Federal policy on cost sharing provides that no local cooperation is 
required for reservoirs solely for flood control except for small reservoirs that 
are alternative to local protection improvements in which case the requirements 
of local cooperation for that type of improvement are applicable. For local 
channel improvement and levee projects, the basic requirements of local cooper- 
ation are that local interests shall provide, without cost to the United States, 
all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for construction of the project; 
hold and save the United States free from damages due to the construction 
work; and maintain and operate all the works after completion in accordance 
with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army. Whenever enhance- 
ment benefits results from flood prtection through change in land use, greater 
local cooperation is required. The requirements for furnishing lands, ease 
ments, and right-of-way include, also, the provision at non-Federal expense of 
all road and highway relocations and alterations, all new road and highway 
bridges and bridge alterations, and any utility relocations or modifications, 
required by the project. 

Allocation of project costs to the respective project functions under Corps of 
Engineers’ methods and procedures results in amounts somewhat different from 
the allocated costs contained in the mid-State project report. These differences 
result entirely from the method of applying the cost allocation procedure. For 
a project life of 100 years the allocation to flood control is $16.6 million as com- 
pared to $17.2 million in the mid-State report. Similarly, the nonreimbursable 
apportionment to flood control under Corps of Engineers’ procedures amounts to 
$11.6 million as compared to $17.2 million in the mid-State project report. The 
difference of $5.6 million in the nonreimbursable amounts is largely the estimated 
cost of work which is normally a responsibility of local interests. Minor differ- 
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ences result from the way in ee interest oe construction and the cost of 
ements are considered in the analysis. 
re a rion of one total mid-State project cost that would be allocated to flood 
. at under Corps of Engineers’ policy and procedures for a project economic 
7 f 50 years is estimated at $14.5 million. Deducting the costs for rights-of- 
= bridge alterations, and operation and maintenance of the channels and 
sesawaye, the nonreimbursable costs for flood control would be $10.2 million. 
a enhancement as an element of local cooperation is not involved in the flood 
control features of the mid-State project. : is : : 

With respect to the period of analysis, the Corps of Engineers normally mane 
an economic project life of 50 years in analyzing flood control and river and 
harbor projects. However, when the expected project useful life is less than 
59 years the shorter life is used in the economic analysis. The results of cost 
allocation studies on both 50- and 100-year economic project life have been 
included above for the information of the committee. m7 2 ; 

Regarding the procedure whereby the allocation includes capitalized operation 
and maintenance costs, I consider such a procedure to be proper in determining 
the overall allocation of costs to project functions. The capitalized value of the 
portion of the operation and maintenance costs considered to be a Federal 
responsibility was included in the allocations in developing the costs shown above. 

In regard to the Secretary of the Army’s comment concerning the engineering 
feasibility of the flood control features, I should like to emphasize that we will 
accept the determination of the Secretary of the Interior concerning the structural 
adequacy of all features of the proposed project. The basic for the comment in 
the Secretary’s letter was the desire to be assured, prior to the execution of a 
contract between the Secretary of the Army and the Mid-State Reclamation 
District for flood control operation, that the flood control features of the project 
provide a desirable degree of flood control. We are now assured after further 
review of the Mid-State project report that the degree of flood protection as now 
proposed would be at least adequate. Further, this review indicates that the 
proposed flood control features may provide a degree of flood protection some- 
what greater than that which the Corps of Engineers would provide normally 
in a comparable project for protection of an area that is primarily rural or 
agricultural. Design of these features to provide a lesser but adequate degree 
of flood control could possibly effect some saving in flood control costs with only 
a relatively small reduction in flood control benefits. At the time detailed plans 
are prepared further consideration can be given to the desired degree of flood 
control if Federal participation is authorized. 

The flood control allocations and estimated nonreimbursable flood contrel 
costs developed in our studies were based on the project costs and benefits con- 
tained in the Mid-State report. I believe that the criteria and procedures under 
which these costs were determined are reasonable and that these costs will 
provide the committee an appropriate yardstick to consider the proposed legis- 
lation. If Federal participation in the Mid-State project is authorized the 
allocated and nonreimbursable costs should be based on the actual cost of 
construction. 


Sincerely yours, 
J. L. PERSON, 
Brigadier General, USA, 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 


Washington, D.C., April 28, 1959. 
Hon. Wayne N. ASPINALL, 


Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request to the Secretary of 
Defense for the views of the Department of Defense with respect to H.R. 973, 86th 
Congress, a bill to provide for Federal cooperation with the Nebraska Mid-State 
Reclamation District, Nebraska, in the construction of the Mid-State project. 
The Secretary of Defense has assigned to the Department of the Army the respon- 
sibility for preparation of a report. 

This bill would authorize Federal cooperation in the Mid-State, Nebraska, 
project through a loan by the Secretary of the Interior to the Nebraska Mid-State 

‘lamation District of a sum equal! to that portion of the estimated cost of 
constructing the project which the Secretary determines to be equitably allocable 
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to irrigation, and a grant of an amount equal to the sum of those portions of the 
cost which the Secretary of the Interior, with the concurrence of the Secretary 
of the Army, determines to be equitably allocable to flood control and that portion 
which the Secretary of the Interior determines allocable to fish, wildlife, and 
recreation, the total of the loan and grant not to exceed $70 million. The logy 
and grant would be contingent upon certain determinations by the Secreta 
of the Interior, and would also be contingent upon the Secretary of the Army 
and the reclamation district having entered into a contract designed to assure 
such operation of the project as would produce the benefits upon which the 
flood control allocation and grant are predicated. 

With respect to the Federal grant in support of the flood control aspect of 
the project, the Department of the Army considers that the amount of the grant 
should not be the entire costs allocated to flood control since primarily local bene 
fits should be paid for by local interests, and the amount ultimately determineg 
should reflect current cost-sharing practices. In addition, it is considered aq. 
visable that the bill should provide for the economic justification of the amount 
of the Federal flood control grant. It is suggested that these purposes could be 
achieved through revision of the bill ‘by deletion of the words “equitably allocable 
to flood control” in lines 16 and 17 on page 2 and insertion of language substan. 
tially as follows in lieu thereof “economically justified and which represents that 
portion of the flood control costs which would normally be recommended for pay.- 
ment by the Federal Government in Federal flood control projects and thus 
exclusive of costs normally borne by local interests in accordance with established 
cost-sharing policies.” 

With reference to the question of determining the engineering feasibility of 
the project, it is desirable that the Secreary of the Army be responsible for such 
determiniation with respect to flood control. Although such reponsibility is 
not specifically placed upon the Secretary of the Army, this Department inter. 
prets the language in section 5 of the bill to carry with it the right of the Secre- 
tary to assure himself, prior to entering into the contract contemplated by that 
section, that the flood control features of the project have engineering feasibility. 

The report of the Department of the Army on H.R. 5835, 85th Congress, which 
had flood control provisions similar to H.R. 973, was furnished the committee 
on June 27, 1958. Subsequent to receipt of that letter, the chairman, Subcommit- 
tee on Irrigation and Reclamation, by letter of July 12, 1958, requested the Chief 
of Engineers to furnish information on the flood control aspects of the Mid-State 
project in accordance with views expressed by the Secretary of the Army. 
Studies were made by the Corps of Engineers and the requested information was 
furnished to the committee by letter dated April 9, 1959. These studies were 
made in connection with the authorized review of reports on the Platte River 
and tributaries, Nebraska, with a view to determining improvements required 
downstream from North Platte. 

The Department of the Army would have no objection to the enactment of 
H.R. 973, subject to the revision suggested above. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report, however the Bureau recommends that action on the bill be deferred. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILBER M. BrRUCKER, 
Secretary of the Army. 

Mr. Rocers. The Chair will recognize, at this time, the chairman of 
the full committee, Mr. Aspinall, the gentleman from Colorado, for 
a statement regarding the policies. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. Chairman, I am very appreciative that you have 
set these matters for hearing, at this time. Last year, as you well 
know, we had hearings on the Mid-State project and such hearings 
are available to the members of the committee, Serial No. 27 of the 
85th Congress, 2d session. 

At that time, it was very apparent that there were several matters 
which had to be resolved if this legislation is to become law. There 
were several matters which bothered us and those people from the 
area who were interested in this project were requested to get certain 
material and make revisions in the legislation. 
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I wish to state that it was my pleasure to meet with representatives 
of the local sponsors of the project in Denver in the month of 
December last, and at that time we had a conference on several differ- 
ent matters and the legislation does reflect some of the thinking, at 
that time, thinking which will be before the committee when there is 
an opportunity to write up the bill. ; 

As we start these hearings, we must keep in mind that there are 
several questions of new policies which this legislation brings before 

ongress. 
ee. of course, is the matter of the Federal Government lending 
money without the requirement of the payment of interest on a proj- 
ect which will be constructed, be maintained and operated by the 

ple of the local community of the project. 

We have already set some sort of policy in this respect in the adop- 
tion and approval of legislation providing for the Small Project Pro- 
gram. But, here we have a project that 1s not within the limitations 
which we provided in that program. In fact, it is some seven or 
eight times the amount that the Small Project Act provides as a 
limitation. 

Also here we have the necessity of Congress working its will on a 
project. where the local sponsors are responsible for the investigation 
and survey and report work and requirements of study, and approval 
of that work by the Bureau of Reclamation and other Federal agencies 
involved. This is a new program for Congress to consider. 

Also, we have the question of the application, if necessary of power 
revenues from a regional power pool to be applied to the cost of con- 
struction of a project wdith is purely local in its origin and its 
operation. 

Also, we have the restudy of the continuing problem of repayment, 
that is the length of the period provided for repayment. The present 
law provides for a repayment period of 40 years, plus 10 years devel- 
opment. We have, of course, by congressional policy changed that 
on many different projects. Here, we have a 60-year repayment 
period provided. 

Also, currently in this legislation there is no provision providing 
that that part of the cost of construction which cannot be paid by the 
water users is to be paid from the power revenues within the 60-year 
period. There is no provision in the legislation so far that those 
payments must be made within the 60-year repayment period. 

Also the legislation is lacking, at this time, of a provision which 
would make necessary that any net revenue coming tou any power 
facilities which might be found to be feasible as a part of this project, 
should be applied to the cost of construction of this project. 

The legislation, as I read it, is silent at the present time as to 
whether those net power profits, if any, should be placed in the Mis- 
souri Valley Power Pool or should be credited directly to the cost of 
construction of the project. 

This project has a great many possibilities for the local, for the 
regional and for the national benefit. As we study it, we should 
do our best to resolve these questions of policies to the best interest 
of all concerned. 

This is all I have to say at this time. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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A report on bills H.R. 973 and H.R. 3662 has been received from 
the Department of the Interior since the original announcement of 
the Chair this morning, in which the department recommends enact. 
ment of H.R. 3662 with certain amendments and certain suggestions 
which are too extensive to go into now. But, I do point out at this 
time the last paragraph of the report, which is over the signature 
of Fred G. Aandahl, Assistant Secretary of the Interior, which says: 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that while there would be no objection 


to the submission of such report as we deem appropriate, it would recommend 
that action on these bills be, deferred. 


The Chair will now recognize the gentleman from Nebraska, Mr, 
McGinley. 


STATEMENT OF HON. DONALD F. McGINLEY, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEBRASKA 


Mr. McGintey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have a very brief 
statement to make at this time, for the record. ' 

The oncoming testimony will present a most interesting case in 
natural resources development for our consideration ; and I believe that 
it will be convincingly shown that there is a great need for this multi- 
purpose reclamation project. to stabilize the water resources of 4 
settled, fertile, and developed agricultural valley in the central Platte 
River region of Nebraska. Also the testimony will show the long and 
detailed conferences between counsel and engineers of the Mid-State 
District and the experts of the various Government agencies that have 
been in progress many years in the development of the factual data 
and justification of this project. 

The Mid-State project consists in part of the water development 
plan once proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation for the Loup and 
Platte River systems of Nebraska within the Missouri River Basin 
study as authorized by Congress in 1944. It has proved to be im- 
possible to use this area development plan as originally conceived 
by the Bureau because Nebraska State laws prohibit diversion of 
irrigation water from one watershed basin to another. The Bureau 
has gone ahead with parts of the original plan by proceeding with 
the Sargent and Farwell projects. 

The present plan for the central Platte River Basin has been spon- 
sored and planned by the locally elected Mid-State Reclamation Dis- 
trict. Therefore, the work and effort of the Mid-State people, cul- 
minating in the bills before us now, offer, in effect, a comprehensive 
plan for service to one of the areas originally conceived as a part 
of the whole Missouri River Basin water resource development. 

The efforts of the district throughout the years, supported in popu- 
lar favor by special elections in the three-county area of the Mid- 
State District, have led us into some new approaches in the Federal 
Government’s plan of better distribution of our water resource wealth. 

In this session of Congress, I personally have attended many of 
these conferences and can assure the committee that we have had the 
finest cooperation from the Federal agency people in working out 
problems involved. This year Mid-State comes before the Congress 
with many of the chief problem areas greatly resolved and smoothed 
out, in comparison with last year. These new approaches, to a limited 
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extent, call for some new precedents and modification of some policies 
mn the field of Federal-local participation in irrigation and reclama- 
tion projects. eT 

Although these approaches may be new, as a legislative proposal, 
they have been studied exhaustively by the personnel in the Nebraska 

roups and also by the administrators and technical personnel in the 
ederal agencies. The history of reclamation law shows numerous 
modifications every decade in adjustment to new conditions. The 
licy considerations here are not so much new as they are further 
modifications necessary for a satisfactory application of reclamation 
laws to present-day circumstances. The policy matters lie in areas 
of proper jurisdiction for this committee and Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask the committee s consent to extend my 
statement in the record at a later date to recapitulate the case and to 
make comment on the other testimony that will be coming in. 

Mr. Rogers. Without objection, it is so ordered. Does that conclude 

your statement ? 
” Mr. McGintey. That concludes my statement. Subject to the wish 
of the chairman, at the proper point, I would like to introduce the 
interested people here from Nebraska, and also to submit letters and 
communications from the various Governors of our area. 

Mr. CunnincHAM. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Cunningham. 

Mr. CunnincuHam. I just want to say that I concur in what my 
colleague has said. This is a very important project for our areas. 
Admittedly, it is pioneering in some respects, but I do not think that 
should be any hindrance to it. 

In Nebraska, we have, more or less, tried to take care of our own 
problems. For example, we have some 14,000 or 15,000 irrigation 
wells within our State, which indicates that the people themselves 
like to take care of their problems. The compelling reason, really, 
for this legislation is to provide a means of recharging this ground 
water that has been used up through these irrigation wells, because 
although they are functioning now, we do not know how much longer 
we can tap this underground water supply and when that supply drops 
toa certain level, it is going to cause us a great deal of difficulty. 

So this legislation, if it is finally enacted, will allow us to have the 
means to recharge this water and, therefore, continue on the way that 
we have proposed to irrigate our land in the beginning. 

I think this legislation is well prepared, even in view of the policy 
decision we have to make. There has been a great deal of thought 
and study given to it by these people that are present today from our 
area, some of the very finest citizens and some of the very finest 
engineers we have. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like, with your permission, to ask unanimous 
consent that I may insert in the record at this point, a resolution from 
our State legislature in which they wholeheartedly support this par- 
ticular piece of legislation we have before us. 

Mr. Rogers. Without objection, it is so ordered. 


89887—59——-2 
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(The resolution referred to is as follows :) 


LEGISLATIVE RESOLUTION 27 


(Introduced by Hans O. Jensen, 25th district; Norman A. Otto, 34th district: 
Marvin Lautenschlager, 30th district; Arnold Ruhnke, 22d district) 


Whereas the Nebraska Legislature, in 1947, unanimously approved the Ne 
braska Reclamation Act which would permit the organization of the Nebraska 
Mid-State Reclamation District to further develop proposals of the muit. 
purpose Mid-State project ; and 

Whereas the greatest economic loss to our State each year is the water we 
still allow to escape either unused or just partially use; and 

Whereas the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District is designed as a muiti- 
purpose project to conserve and utilize the streamflow of water for ditch irri. 
gation and recharge the ground-water supply from which many irrigation wells 
draw their supply for pump irrigation and to replenish our underground water 
supply which will be beneficial to future generations in development of industry 
and for municipal and domestic use; and 

Whereas there is now pending before the U.S. Congress, 8S. 1529 and ELR. 973, 
H.R. 3662, and H.R. 5073, which provide for authorization of construction of 
the Mid-State project and its subsequent financing with the assistance and 
cooperation of the U.S. Government, as usually given Federal projects in the 
past; and 

Whereas the State of Nebraska and its officials have continuously and whole 
heartedly supported the Mid-State project proposals and its development: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the members of the Nebraska Legislature in 69th session assem- 
bled: 

(1) That the legislature memorializes the Interior Committees of the 86th 
Congress to support the Mid-State project proposals and approve the legislation 
for its authorization of construction. 

(2) That copies of this resolution, suitably engrossed, be transmitted by the 
clerk of the legislature to the Honorable Walter Rogers, chairman of the con- 
gressional Subcommitee on Irrigation and Reclamation, and to each Member 
from Nebraska in the Senate of the United States and in the House of Repre 
sentatives of the United States. 

DwicHt W. BURNEY, 
President of the Legislature. 

I, Hugo F. Srb, hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy 
of Legislative Resolution 27, which was passed by the Legislature of Nebraska 
in 69th regular session on the 24th day of April 1959. 

Hueco F. Srp, 
Clerk of the Legislature. 


Mr. Rogers. Let the Chair say this committee is fortunate in hav- 
ing both Mr. McGinley and Mr. Cunningham on this committee in 
helping work out this legislation and similar legislation in other 
States. We are certainly glad they are serving on the Interior 
Committee and on this subcommittee. Did you have anything 
further ? 

Mr. CunnincHam. That is all for the moment. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. McGinley, do you care to offer those letters? 

Mr. McGintey. If this is the proper time, I would offer the letters 
from the Governors of Kansas, Missouri, South Dakota, North Da- 
kota, Minnesota, Iowa, Colorado, Montana, and a letter from the 
State engineer of the State of Montana, and a letter from the Governor 
of the State of Nebraska, the Honorable Ralph G. Brooks. 

In that regard, Mr. Chairman, I come here this morning with the 
= of Governor Brooks who intended to be. here personally, but 
who is ill and regrets that he cannot be here. 

Also, Mr. Chairman, I have for presentation in the record an orig- 


inal copy of the legislative resolution passed by the Legislature of 
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Nebraska on the 24th day of April 1959, passed unanimously by that 
legislative body, stating their favor for this project. 

Mr. Rocers. Let the Chair ask if that is the same resolution Mr. 
Cunningham inserted ? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Yes. 

Mr. Rocers. It is the same. 

Mr. McGrntey. All right. I have some other prepared statements 
which I would like to introduce for the record that will shorten our 
hearing time substantially. 

Mr. Rocrers. What prepared statements are those, from whom ? 

Mr. McGrntey. From the National Reclamation Association. 

Mr. Rogers. I et us hold those up until a later time. I want to get 
through with the congressional witnesses first. . 

Without objection, the letters offered by the gentleman from Ne- 
braska, Mr. McGinley, together with the wires, will be included in the 
record at this point. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Reserving the right to object, are these all in support 
of the legislation ? 

Mr. McGrntey. The letters and telegrams are all in support of the 
legislation and are based on legislative bill 3662. I might make the 
comment too, Mr. Chairman, for the record, that the bills 3662 and 
5073, introduced by myself and my colleague, Mr. Cunningham, are 
identical bills and 973, introduced by Mr. Weaver of Nebraska, repre- 
sents the proposal given to Congress on this project in last year’s 
session of Congress. 

Mr. Asprnauu. I withdraw my reservation. 

Mr. Rogers. Without objection, the documents will be included at 
this point. 

(The documents referred to follow :) 

ToPEeKA, KANs., April 22, 1959. 
J, K. McKInNeEy, 


Secretary, Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, 
Grand Island, Nebr.: 


Upon review of the supplemental report of the Nebraksa Mid-State project 
dated March 19, 1959, I feel that the project as proposed therein is satisfactory. 


GEORGE DOCKING, Governor of Kansas. 


JEFFERSON City, Mo., April 20, 1959. 
Gov. RALPH G. Brooks, 


State Capitol Building, Lincoln, Nebr.: 


I support water:resources development in the Missouri River Basin of which 
irrigation should receive a studied priority. With the information at hand I 
cannot see that the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation project would have an 
adverse effect on Missouri. 


JAMES T. Barr, Jr., Governor of Missouri. 


STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 


Bismarck, March 17, 1959. 
Mr. Vernon RICE, 


President, Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, 
Grand Island, Nebr. 

Dear Mr. Rice: This’ will acknowledge receipt of your letter of February 23 
pertaining to my comments on the Nebraska Mid-State project. My opinions of 
this project have not been altered since they were expressed on June 18, 1958. 
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At that time I reported that the project report had been reviewed by the staff 
of the North Dakota State Water Conservation Commission and reported favor. 
ably. I am highly in favor of irrigation development in the Missouri Basin. 
It is my feeling that a serious lag has occurred in the development of the reelg. 
mation features of the Missouri Basin program. It is hoped that a reclamation 
program can be developed that will be commensurate with the other major Water 
resource benefits in the basin. 

I, therefore, hope that you will soon receive favorable congressional considera. 
tion for the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation project. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN E. Davis, Governor. 





STATE OF MINNESOTA, EXECUTIVE OFFICE, 
St. Paul, March 11, 1959. 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS, 
NEBRASKA MID-STATE RECLAMATION DISTRICT, 
Grand Island, Nebr. 


GENTLEMEN: On May 21, 1958, this office wrote a letter addressed to Seere. 
tary of the Interior, Fred A. Seaton, endorsing the Nebraska Mid-State Reclama- 
tion District project. 

Since that date certain changes in estimates as to costs and benefits have re 
sulted in amending the legislative proposals applied to the project. 

This letter is written to advise you that the information afforded us relating 
to the proposed legislation does not change our original position. 

We support your proposed reclamation development in its amended form of 
presentation. 

Sincerely yours, 
ORVILLE L. FREEMAN, Governor. 


STATE OF IOWA, OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Des Moines, April 14, 1959. 
Mr. VERNON RICE, 
President, Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, 
Grand Island, Nebr. 


DEAR Mr. Rice: Please accept my apologies for the delay in replying to your 
request for a statement on the proposed Nebraska Mid-State project. 

The material which you sent me in February has been carefully reviewed by 
the Iowa Natural Resources Council, and the following statement is based on 
their analysis and recommendations: 

In view of the loeation of the proposed project, it will have no material effect 
on the water resources of the State of Iowa. In the light of this fact, the State 
of Iowa will not raise any objection at the present time to the proposed project. 

In order that the development and operation of the Nebraska Mid-State 
Reclamation project may be closely coordinated with the overall Missouri Basin 
area, we are somewhat reassured to note that an annual report will be made 
available to the Governors of the Missouri Basin States. 

Very truly yours, 
HERSCHEL C. LOVELESS, Governor. 


STATE OF COLORADO, 
Denver, April 10, 1959. 
Re the Nebraska Mid-State project. 
30ARD OF DIRECTORS, 
NEBRASKA Mip-STaTE RECLAMATION DISTRICT, 
Grand Island, Nebr. 


JENTLEMEN: At your request I have reviewed H.R. 3662, 86th Congress, Ist 
session, a bill which provides for Federal cooperation with the Nebraska Mid- 
State Reclamation District in the construction of the Mid-State project. This 
bill has also been submitted to the Colorado Water Conservation Board, the 
official agency of this State relating to interstate water matters. The detailed 
plans for the Mid-State project were previously submitted to this State for review 
and we concurred in the desirability of construction of the project according to 
the plans submitted to us. 
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There appear to be no changes in the basic feature of this project and we are, 
therefore, still in complete accord with the desirability of having the project 
constructed. We find the language of H.R. 3662 to be in accord with the stated 

rposes of the project and we are therefore pleased to add Colorado’s endorse- 
cat to the passage of this important legislation. 

Sincerely yours, ‘ 
S. L. R. McNICHOLS, Governor. 


OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Pierre, S. Dak., March 25, 1959. 
Mr. VERNON RICE, . . i ‘ nen’, : 
Chairman, Board of Directors, Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, Grand 
Island, Nebr. 

Dear Mr. Rice: As requested in your letter of February 23, 1959, I am pleased 
to comment on the report concerning the Mid-State project and on H.R. 3662 
concerning proposed Federal cooperation with your reclamation district in 
construction of the project. ; 5 

Irrigation and associated development of the Mid-State area was included 
in Senate Document 191 which supported the Missouri River section of the Flood 
Control Act of 1944. The plan for multiple-purpose development of the Missouri 
Basin has been supported by all the States concerned. Irrespective of the pro- 

change to the effect that your district will be the construction agency 
instead of a Federal agency, as was originally planned, I heartily endorse the 
construction of the Mid-State project area as a part of the Missouri River Basin 
development. : 

The engineering and economic feasibility of the Mid-State project seems to 
be well analyzed and documented by competent authorities. The report seems 
ample to justify its feasibility. I am pleased to see another unit of the Missouri 
Basin development reach the construction stage. 

H.R. 3662 contains some special provisions concerning the financing of con- 
struction which are not readily understandable from the wording of the bill 
itself. These provisions concern the rather indefinite cost estimates and the 
part that Missouri Basin power revenues will share in payments to the United 
States. However, I note that provisions are made for contracts through the 
Secretary of the Interior who has responsibility of overall repayment of the 
reimbursable portions of the Missouri Basin development. I note, also, in 
section 2 of the bill that such payments from power revenues are specified to be 
those “which are surplus to the payment requirements of the Missouri River 
Basin project returnable from power revenues in accordance with law.” This 
seems to be a satisfactory arrangement. I hope that I may be advised con- 
cerning these details when they reach agreement. 

I wish to congratulate you upon your reaching this stage in your project 
development. I wish you every success in your endeavors. 

Sincerely, 
RALPH HERSETH, Governor. 


GOVERNOR'S OFFICE, 
Denver, Colo., December 30, 1958. 
Hon. Victor BE. ANDERSON, 
State Capitol Building, Lincoln, Nebr. 


Dean GOVERNOR ANDERSON: At your request, I have made a careful review of 
a publication entitled “Mid-State Project Report,” dated April 25, 1958, prepared 
by R. W. Beck & Associates. This report was prepared for the Mid-State Rec- 
lamation District in Nebraska, and contained therein a comprehensive plan for 
the utilization of waters of the Platte River. The Platte River has its head- 
waters in the State of Colorado, and for that reason the project report was sub- 
mitted to this State for our comments, 

The proposed project works will be situated on the Platte River in Nebraska 
below the confluence of the North and South Platte Rivers. The waters of the 
South Platte River, originating in Colorado, are subject to the terms of the South 
Platte River compact entered into between the States of Colorado and Nebraska 
under date of April 27, 1923. However, the proposed Mid-State project does not 
in any way conflict with the terms of the South Platte River compact, and, as a 
matter of fact, no possible conflict could exist. 


I am, therefore, pleased to concur with the project plans as submitted to me 
for review. 
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The project plans have also been reviewed by the Colorado Water Conservation 
Board, the official State agency charged with the responsibility for interstate 
water matters. The staff of that board is of the opinion that the project as out: 
lined is economically feasible and a very desirable addition to the Available 
water supply of this Nation. 

You ean therefore rest assured that the State of Colorado will do everything 
possible to assist the State of Nebraska toward the fulfillment of the project 
plans. 

Sincerely yours, 
S. L. R. McNicuHotxs, Governor. 


STATE OF MONTANA, 
Helena, Mont., March 24, 1959. 
Mr. VERNON RICE, 
President, Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, 
Grand Island, Nebr. 


Dear Mr. Rice: Under date of February 23, you wrote to Governor Aronson, 
asking for his comments on the Nebraska Mid-State project. Governor Aronson 
replied, under date of February 26, stating, “I am referring this material to Freq 
Buck, State engineer, for his review and comment.” The following are my com. 
ments in compliance therewith. 

While I was in Omaha on another matter on March 12 and 13, R. W. Beck 
& Associates sent their engineer, Mr. Robert Bathen, to Omaha to review the 
plans with me. Mr. Bathen’s explanation of the project was a great deal of 
help in thoroughly understanding the plan of developing the project. 

I have also reviewed the bill introduced in the House of Representatives. 
known as H.R. 3662. The project seems to be a very commendable one. It will 
eliminate destructive floods such as have happened in the past along the Platte 
River and put this water to beneficial uses. These uses include irrigation, re- 
charging ground water supplies for pumping, developing power, enhancing fish 
and wildlife resources, and providing facilities for recreation. 

The plan for developing this project by private engineers is rather unusual 
and unique. The authorization of loans and grants follows somewhat the prin- 
ciple of the so-called Small Projects Act. Under the plan it is not likely that the 
Missouri River account will be called upon to subsidize any, or at least very little, 
of the cost over and above the amount to be repaid by the water users. 

The water supply for the proposed project does not originate in Montana, nor 
will any uses of water in Montana affect the water supply or water rights of the 
proposed Mid-State project. 

This appears to be a very commendable project, and after reviewing the engi- 
neering report and H.R. 3662, I have no hesitancy in recommending the project 
to you and to your board of directors. 

Very truly yours, 
Frep BE. Bucs, State Engineer. 


STATE OF MONTANA, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 


Helena, March 80, 1959. 
Mr. VERNON RICE, 


President, Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, 
Grand Island, Nebr. 


Dear Mr. Rice: You wrote me February 23 asking that I submit my views on 
the proposed Nebraska mid-State project. I referred the matter to Fred E. Buck, 
State engineer, who reviewed the details of the project and wrote you to that 
effect on March 24. 

Now you request that I also submit a statement concerning the project. It 
appears to be a very meritorious project, one which will put to beneficial use the 
floodwaters of the Platte River. These waters are not only going to waste but 
causing a great deal of damage during flood season. The project will stabilize 
an area of the Platte River Valley some 100 miles long and 10 to 20 miles wide. 
Besides eliminating floods and providing for irrigation, the project will recharge 
the underground water supplies for pumping from wells, generate power, be an 
asset to fish and wildlife and recreation. 

The method of financing this project is rather unique and very commendable. 


It appears probable that there will not be a deficit to be made up by the Missouri 
Basin account. 
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The project will not use Montana water nor will the uses of water in Montana 
impair the supply for the Mid-State project. 
Very truly yours, 
J. Huco Aronson, Governor. 


LINcoLn, Nesr., March 19, 1959. 
Mr. VERNON RICE, ; 
Chairman, Board of Directors, 
Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, Grand Island, Nebr. 


Deak Mr. Rice: Thank you for your letter of February 24, 1959, with which 
you enclosed a copy of H.R. 3662 of the 86th Congress and requested my com- 
ments on the proposed legislation. Congressman Donald McGinley, who intro- 
duced H.R. 3662 which would provide for Federal cooperation with your dis- 
trict in the construction of the Mid-State project, has also furnished me a copy 
of the bill. , Lal eee 

I have followed with considerable interest the activities of your district and 
your efforts to develop the land and water resources of your area. It is my un- 
derstanding that engineering studies indicate that there is an adequate water 
supply in the Platte River for the project and that the project lands are well 
suited for the irrigation proposed. 

It appears that the language in H.R. 3662 which did not appear in H.R. 10825 
of the last Congress generally improves the proposed legislation, and the changes 
should largely overcome the objections to the previous bill. It seems logical to 
me that your district should be eligible for assistance from the Missouri Basin 
power revenues as provided in section 2 of the bill. 

I feel that the land and water resources of Nebraska should be developed to 
the fullest extent possible, and I assure you of my active support of the Mid- 
State project. 

Sincerely, 
STATE OF NEBRASKA, 
RALPH G. Brooks, Governor. 


WYOMING EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Cheyenne, April 20, 1959. 
Mr. VERNON RICE, 
President, Mid-State Reclamation Project, 
Grand Island, Nebr. 

Deak Mr. Rice: Mr. Conrad, administrative assistant to Governor Brooks, 
called this morning in reference to Mid-State reclamation project and requested 
the following information. 

The construction of this project will not cause any demands on Wyoming 
water and will not adversely affect Wyoming. There is no reason for Wyoming 
to oppose the development of the Nebraska Mid-State reclamation project. 

Thope this statement will be helpful. 

With every good wish, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 


J.J. “Joe” HICKEY, 
Governor. 

Mr. Rocers. Let the Chair make this observation for the benefit of 
all. I am sure most of us, especially the congressional Members, 
realize the pressure of the situation insofar as time is concerned. If 
we try to work this out to speed it along as much as possible, I think 
we can get these hearings concluded in the 2 days allowed and your 
cooperation with the committee on this will be appreciated. 

Our next witness is Hon. Roman Hruska, U.S. Senator from 
Nebraska. 

Mr. Toone. Senator Hruska could not be here this morning, but 
Senator Curtis is here. He was unavoidably detained at the Judiciary 
Committee. ; 


Mr. Rocers. Ident ify yourself for the record. 
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Mr. Tone. Charlie Thone, Mr. Chairman, Senator Hruska’s 
administrative assistant. 

Mr. Rocrr. The Honorable Carl T. Curtis, U.S. Senator from 
Nebraska will be recognized. 

Senator, we are glad to have you back over on this side. It jg gl. 
ways good to see you and we are glad to have you before the 
committee, 


STATEMENT OF HON. CARL T. CURTIS, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF NEBRASKA 


Senator Curtis. It is good to be here, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to express my gratitude for the opportunity 
to be here and speak on the proposal that would authorize the Mid- 
State reclamation project in Nebraska. 

This is a project on the Platte River in the central part of our 
State. All the land is now being used for agricultural purposes, No 
new land will be brought under cultivation. Much of it is already 
being irrigated by the use of wells. An important feature of the 
project is that it will replenish the underground water which sup- 
plies the irrigation wells and other wells. 

Other witnesses are prepared to speak on the engineering and 
financial aspects of the district in detail. I therefore, will be brief, 

This is a proposal in accord with President Eisenhower’s plan for 
partnership projects. It has a favorable cost-benefit ratio. 

I wish to point out that the irrigators will repay a greater portion 
of the total cost of this project than any project that has come before 
the Congress in a long time. The plan calls for the irrigators to 
repay 100 percent of the irrigation costs as set forth in the Mid-State 
district’s proposal and figures. 

The district has been formed according to State law with power 
to tax to assist in the repayment. The area is a well developed area 
settled by capable, successful, and hard-working farmers. If this 
project is built, it will serve one of the finest groups of our citizens. 

We urge your favorable consideration of this matter, and that due 
and proper allowances be considered in reference to flood control, 
fish and wildlife, and power revenues in the same manner that reela- 
mation projects are generally handled. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to offer Senator Hruska’s state- 
ment, if I may. 

Mr. Rocers. Without objection, it will be included in the record. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. RomANn Hruska, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NEBRASKA, 
IN Support or H.R. 973, H.R. 3662, anp H.R. 5073, Britis TO AUTHORIZE THE 
CONSTRUCTION OF THE Mip-STATE PROJECT, NEBRASKA 


Mid-State will save in its 23 interconnected reservoirs the heavy spring flows 
of the Platte River which are now being permitted to waste out of the State 
and on ultimately to the gulf. 

These reservoirs, being spaced in the foothills in eroded hillside pasture 
lands, will intercept and impound floodwaters that come out of the hills and 
cause serious losses of crops and damage to croplands annually. 

The serious need of water conservation in the Mid-State area is more appar- 
ent each year as the ground water table continues to lower. 
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The floodwaters impounded by Mid-State will be conserved for multiple 
penefits. Surface water irrigation will be provided where efficient wells are 
not available. yt?! tl * 

The reservoirs and irrigation laterals will serve to supplement the ground 
water and stabilize the efficiency of the irrigation wells in the area. 

Mid-State will not only protect the millions of dollars the people of the area 
have invested in fertile land, modern buildings, wells, land leveling, and farm 
operating equipment, but it will provide a better regulated supply of priceless 
water to the folks downstream from the project. 


Senator Curtis. I should also like to offer a letter from the Nebraska 
Reclamation Association, signed by the Honorable Robert B. Crosby, 
the president and former Governor of Nebraska, and also signed by 
an ardent friend of this committee, Mr. C. Petrus Peterson, executive 
director of the Nebraska Reclamation Association, and past president 
of the National Reclamation Association, together with Resolution 
No. 10, passed by the Nebraska Reclamation Association in annual 
convention at Hastings, Nebr., in October 1958, 

Mr. Rocers. Are those the same letters Mr. McGinley offered ? 

Mr. McGinty. No; they are not. 

Mr. Rogers. Those will be included in connection with your state- 
ment, Senator. 

Senator Curtis. Thank you very much. 

(The resolution referred to is as follows:) 


NEBRASKA RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION, 
Lincoln, Nebr., April 21, 1959. 
Hon. Cart T. CURTIS, 
U.S. Senator, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR: We are informed that hearings will soon be had on the Mid- 
State project. Unfortunately neither of us will find it possible to come to Wash- 
ington for those hearings. We desire, however, to have the record show that 
Nebraska Reclamation Association is very much in favor of the pending legisla- 
tive proposals requested by the Mid-State district. To this end we enclose copy 
of the resolution adopted by our association at our annual meeting, October 23, 
1958. 

Please do us the favor of appropriately presenting our resolution for the record 
together with such comment as you find proper regarding our association and 
its activities. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Rosert B. Crossy, President. 
C. Petrus Peterson, Executive Director. 


NEBRASKA RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION RESOLUTION 
(Resolution adopted in annual convention at Hastings, Nebr., October 1958) 
RESOLUTION 10—LOANS AND BENEFITS FOR LOCAL AND STATE PROJECTS 


Whereas the primary purpose of the Nebraska Reclamation Association is to 
encourage, promote and support the conservation, utilization, and development 
of land-water resources of Nebraska and these United States ; and 

Whereas much of the development in the past of such projects, both single 
and multipurpose, have been successfully constructed and operated by local and 
State agencies ; and 

Whereas due to high construction costs, many such projects in the future can 
be designed, constructed, and operated more economically by local or State 
agencies to better provide benefits that more fully meet local requirements than 
by a Federal agency ; and 

Whereas it is the policy of the U.S. Government to provide interest-free loans 
for the construction of irrigation facilities and nonreimbursable contributions 
for the construction of the flood control and fish and wildlife facilities for bene- 


fits provided by reclamation projects, single or multipurpose, when sponsored by 
a Federal agency : Now, therefore, be it 
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Resolved, That this association favors the U.S. Government extending this 
same policy of cooperation and financial assistance to local and “non-Federa)” 
projects in providing such loans, grants, and other credit assistance to local 
and State agencies for construction of Such projects when determination of 
engineering, financial, and economic feasibility has been satisfactorily determin 
by reviewing engineers for the Congress and/or the Secretary of Interior; ang 
further, be it ; 


Resolved, That this association urges the Congress of the United States and the 
Secretary of Interior, together with the Secretary of Defense and other Federal 
agencies, to cooperate with the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District in jtg 
proposals for the multipurpose Mid-State project and to approve pending 
legislation to provide for its construction. 

Mr. Rogers. Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Asprnati. I have one question because it comes up so much 
during the discussion of these reclamation projects. 

Senator, you made the statement that there was—and I believe J 
quote—“No new land will be brought under cultivation.” That was 
your statement, was it not ¢ 

Senator Curtis. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Will you tell me why you made that statement? 

Senator Curtis. To distinguish—and perhaps it can be found in- 
accurate, maybe, as to some small tracts. 

Mr. Asprnatu. I think that your statement is accurate. 

Senator Curtis. But to distinguish this between bringing desert, 
or a near desert under cultivation. This is an area where we have 
almost enough rainfall, but not quite. It has been farmed, and farmed 
well, for a long time and, as I say, much of it is already being irri- 
gated. 

Mr. Asprnatu. You did not have any reference, then, to the thought 
that additional agriculture products should not be brought into our 
economic picture. That was not your thinking. 

Senator Curtis. I think that is an important factor. This project 
will enable them to produce more in that valley, but one of the im- 
portant features is that it is going to replenish a water supply that 
we already have. 

Mr. Asprnauu. I am in full agreement with it, as far as that state- 
ment is concerned, but I am in complete disagreement whenever one 
tries to make a difference between the overall economic situation of 
bringing in new lands which are necessary in various areas where 
they do not have production at the present time and bringing in addi- 
tional products of lands that are presently cultivated. 

In other words, as far as the overall economic picture is concerned, 
it makes no difference whether we produce additional crops on pres- 
ently cultivated lands or new crops on new lands. I wanted to be 
sure you were not making a statement here to try to separate those 
of us who are trying to have reclamation developments in both 
areas. 

Senator Curtis. Primarily, I wanted to point out that this is sup- 
plemental water. We have a little over 20 inches of rain on an aver- 
age in that area. I believe that is correct. It might be around 23. 
Some years, it is very dry, but this is the average. It is not an area 
where we are going to have to look for enough water to carry the 
whole load in the average year. 

Mr. Asprnatu. I contend that if we are going to have reclamation 
development it makes no difference whether we furnish supplemental 
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water to land already cultivated or whether we bring in new lands 
ith primary water. 
yy oi Peete I did not have in mind going into the problems 
that arise with reference to our agricultural legislation. I think the 
distinguished chairman and I would both agree that we have a 
roblem and also I think there are many situations where, while 
irrigation will increase the overall production, it may better the situa- 
tion with respect to a particular crop such as wheat, currently such 
a burden, because of the surpluses. 

Mr. AsPINALL. I am in agreement with that statement. 

Senator Curtis. But it was not my purpose in this brief hearing 
to hold up these witnesses and go into too much of a detailed discus- 
sion on the farm program. 

Mr. AsPrInaLL. I am in agreement with you, if I understand what 
you mean. 

Senator Curtis. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rocers. The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Sayxor. I would like to ask you, How you are going to pay 
off the cost of this project, if you do not increase the production ? 

Senator Curtis. That raises a point with validity to it. I would 
add this however: As you will go into this project, you will find 
that one of its purposes, and one of its major purposes, is to replenish 
an underground water system that is already being utilized. This 
isan area of thousands of irrigation wells. 

Mr. Rogers. Are there any other questions ? 

Senator Curtis. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you, Senator. 

Mr. Phil Weaver. Mr. Weaver is the author of H.R. 973, and 
was with us on this committee for a number of years, but he has 
moved over to the Appropriations Committee, and we want to say we 
are glad to see you back with us. 


STATEMENT OF HON. PHIL WEAVER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEBRASKA 


Mr. Weaver. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. May I say my associa- 
tion with you and others on this committee was one of the finest 
privileges [ have had during the 4 years I have served in Congress. 

Mr. Chairman and gentleman of the committee, I appreciate this 
opportunity to speak in support of the project now under considera- 
tion, known as the Nebraska Mid-State project. 

As this committee knows, there are two types of bills before it. 
One is my own, H.R. 973, the others are H.R. 5073 and H.R. 3662, 
by my esteemed colleagues and friends from Nebraska, the Honora- 
ble Glenn Cunningham and the Honorable Donald McGinley. The 
latter two bills take one approach to financing this project, while 
mine takes a different approach. The end result, however, would be 
am of a very important and vitally needed project for our 

tate, 

The measures submitted by my colleagues would place the ultimate 
financial burden on the United States through use of the Missouri 
Basin fund to guarantee financing. 
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The approach I have used is the historic approach to this 
ticular project which is in many ways a unique one. Perhaps more 
than in any other project, this one could—and [I sincerely belieye 
it should—represent the Federal-local partnership proposal. 

Under Nebraska’s Reclamation Act of 1947, the people of the Mig. 
State area formed a reclamation district. This district has the power 
to tax itself up to 3 mills—at present the levy is 2 mills. Additional. 
ly, water users in the district. have agreed on a payment plan inyoly. 
ing a minimum of $5 per acre of water. 

There is another factor involved and it is this: Basically, the Mid. 
State would not add to our total farm area by any great amount, but 
would rather save areas already in production, but which are seriously 
threatened by a low water table. : 

Because of these factors, Mr. Chairman, many of us have felt that 
Mid-State should not be treated as an ordinary reclamation project 
but should occupy a place by itself. 

I recognize that the monetary limitation in mg bill is low. This 
figure $70 million was chosen not as the final figure on construction, 
but rather as a point from which reasonable men considering the prob- 
lem could arrive at a fair solution. I personally feel the figure is, 
perhaps, $4 million short of what is in reality needed. There are 
those who contend that the figure should be set at $81,500,000. | 
will not quarrel with that figure either because it was approximated 
by experts, more qualified than I in the field of engineering and 
analysis. 

However, I would like to make a point in this connection. I do 
not believe that the highest possible figure should be used. Given a 
great deal of latitude in which to operate, I believe the costs of this 
project, or any project for that matter, would soar beyond the 
normal and, indeed, beyond what is actually needed. If forced to 
stay within the $70 to $74 million limit, the finished product is likely 
to cost somewhere in that vicinity. If allowed to operate within 
the $80 to $85 million figure, the project will wind up costing perhaps 
up to $90 million. 

Past history has demonstrated that in governmental affairs, the 
only way to get economy is to force economy. Even then, as we all 
here know, economy is hard to find. It is not so much with the cost 
figures that I would quarrel, as with the method of financing. 

The people of the Mid-State district have told me repeatedly that 
they can finance all of the repayment, program themselves. They have 
reassured me time and again that with their tax base and tax levy al- 
lowed by law, they can reasonably and easily function. I have been 
told, too, that this type of program is the type which meets the ap- 
proval of the local people. 

I have a strong feeling, Mr. Chairman, that somewhere along the 
line we will have made one too many trips to the bank to take out the 
money deposited there by the Missouri Basin fund. TI do not feel that 
a project capable of self-support should be built on the assumption 
that someone else is going to finance it. 

That, gentlemen, is the philosophy behind the Mid-State bill I 
introduced; that, and the assurance from people in the Bureau of the 
Budget and elsewhere in the administration that this type of program 
which can receive wholehearted support from the administration. 
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These are all arguments in favor of my approach to the project. 
They are not, however, and should in no way be construed to mean 
arguments against Mid-State unless it is to be built in this manner. 

Ny rincipal concern is not how we go about building this project, 
but rather that it be built. The State of Nebraska is in need of this 

roject. We need the water and the power this project will develop. 

My interest is in the economic growth of our State and our region. 
The project is needed and should be built. I am hopeful, Mr. Chair- 
man, your committee will spprpve this project and that whatever form 
the final bill takes, it will be approved by the Congress and the 
President. tive 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for permitting me to appear and testify 
in behalf of Mid-State. , 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you Mr. Weaver. Are there any questions? Mr. 
Aspinall ? : 

Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. Chairman, I too am glad to see our former col- 
league here. sin Fin inst 

e phrase “Federal-local partnership” used at this time in all of 
the statements supporting this legislation might lead one to believe 
that this is the first so-called partnership undertaking that the Federal 
Government ever entered into in Federal reclamation. I can assure 
my colleague that partnership, as such, between local agencies and 
the Federal Government in my area started back in the twenties, a 
long time before the present desire to use that phrase came into 
existence. 

I have just this one question, and it is: In your approach, Mr. 
Weaver, if the project could not be built for the monetary limitation 
that is placed in your bill and, after construction had proceeded to 
the place where it was found that it could not be built within that 
limitation, from where would you get the money ? 

Mr. Weaver. You will recall, that the district has the power to tax 
up to 3 mills and the amount of money computed that they will con- 
tribute is based on a 2-mill tax levy. It has been reliably reported to 
me by people familiar with this project and some of the engineering 
consultants that have concluded their surveys that there would be 
suficient margin to take care of whatever difficulty might result in 
that respect. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Do you think your advice in that respect is good 
enough so that Congress could depend upon it without another request 
from the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Weaver. Yes, I do. 

Mr. Asrrnati. And you also are of the opinion that the majority 
of the prospective users of this project would favor that sort of a plan, 
rather than the tapping of the power pool of the Missouri Valley ? 

Mr. Weaver. I am certain that would be their feeling, yes. 

Mr. Asprnauu. If that is the case, we could save ourselves a great 
deal of time, perhaps, in considering this legislation. 

_If we get into the power pool, we are going to have some addi- 
tional questions, of course, that will have to be answered. Thank you 
very much. 

Mr. Rogers. The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Sartor. It is always a pleasure to see you back here. As you 
know, when you were a member of this committee, some people always 
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had the feeling that I was opposed to reclamation. I want to make jt 
clear that I am not any more opposed to reclamation now than [ qj. 
ways was. 

My theory has always been that Congress has passed a law statin 
what the requirements of reclamation are, and when you come for. 
ward with a project which falls within the framework of the lay 
passed by Congress, I have supported those projects, whether they 
be in Nebraska, California, or Texas, any one of the Western States. 

Some of the questions I have in my mind with regard to this proj- 
ect grow out of the fact that this project does not fall within the 
framework of the reclamation laws now on the books and it is going to 
have to be another series of exceptions. 

So, I would like to ask you a few questions, on these exceptions to 
the reclamation law. 

Now in accordance with the report which Beck & Associates have 
put out, they say the district can only pay $45.8 million. What would 
be the effect of this increased tax base which you say they are able to 
make in the district ? 

Mr. Weaver. As to the exact amount, I would have to leave that 
figure to be supplied by the engineers, but it was stated very definitely 
and concisely in the report that there would be a sufficient margin, as 
I explained to Mr. Aspinall, to take care of any difference or leeway 
in the construction cost figures, as set up at the $74 million or the $81 
million. In other words, there was enough leeway to take care of 
that. 

Mr. Sartor. In other words, I have gone over, Phil, the report and 
I am not able to find where there is the one-half increase in taxes 
which you say is available, because according to the report, as I read 
it, they would be able to pay $45.8 million. 

But if that is on a basis of 2-mill tax and they can go to 3 mills, you 
would add to that about $23 million more. I cannot find anywhere in 
this report that they are able to do that. 

Mr. Weaver. They do have the authority under the act of 1947 
and the enabling act by the legislature to place a 3-mill tax. 

Mr. Sayvor. I understand that. 

Mr. Weaver. And this was computed on a 2-mill levy, which would 
provide $18 million of the $45 million. 

Mr. Saytor. That is one of the questions I have, as to whether or 
not this additional mill will provide the $23 million more, 

Mr. Wnaver. The report says it will provide sufficient revenues in 
addition to the $45 million to take care of any additional costs in- 
volved one additional mill would add $9 million. 

Mr. Sartor. What will happen if we accept the report of the Army 
engineers who came in here last year, in which they said that the cost 
that had been allocated by Beck & Associates to flood control could 
not be sustained and that you would have to reduce that amount from 
$17.2 million to $11 million. 

Mr. Weaver. Let me say to you there, there was no precedent for 
the Army engineers to set up a figure of establishing flood control 
costs and of trying to reduce them. There had been no preweaen of 
ever going in on a multipurpose reclamation project of this type and 
demanding or saying we ave to have so much for local participation. 
So, as far as I am concerned, the case presented by the Army engineers 
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was not a fair appraisal of this situation and this project, like other 

rojects similar to it which have been built clear across our country. 
: r, Sartor. One other question, I would ask: Do you know how 
many of the landowners in that area own land in excess of the present 
160-acre limitation ? 

Mr. Weaver. No, I do not know that figure, but I am sure some of 
the other witnesses can provide that. 

Mr. Sayior. Do you believe that the people of that area would ob- 
ject to having included in this legislation, if it is reported out from 
this committee, the language which we have placed in such bills as the 
one we just reported out for San Luis in California, and that is the 
160-acre limitation shall be in effect in this project ? 

Mr. Weaver. I would say to the gentleman from Pennsylvania that 
naturally when you place any restriction in a bill, there would be ob- 
jections, but it would not be paramount because the people of the 
mid-State area are sold on and want this project and an objection like 
that would not, I am sure, hold it up. 

Mr. Sartor. The reason I ask that question is that the Supreme 
Court in the so-called Ivanhoe case, has held the 160-acre limitation 
is the law of the land, and that some of the devices which the Bureau 
of Reclamation has used in the past, to get around it are wrong. I ex- 
pect as long as that law is on the books to have the 160-acre limita- 
tion law complied with. I was just wondering what effect it would 
have on a project such as this. 

Mr. Weaver. I am sure if that restriction is placed in the bill the 
mid-State people will fully comply with the law. 

Mr. Saytor. Would it not be necessary to increase the production 
on the units involved in this mid-State area if we are going to be able 
topay out ? 

r. Weaver. Would you repeat that? 

Mr. Sartor. If this project is going to be able to pay out, would it 
not be based upon the assumption that the areas involved will have to 
increase production ¢ 

Mr. Weaver. Let me say to you that there are about 550,000 acres 
inthe whole mid-State area. There are 360,000 acres which are farm- 
land. This request came up awhile ago, when Mr. Aspinall asked 
Senator Curtis. Of the 140,000 acres which will be placed in produc- 
tion under this mid-State bill, 96,000 of those acres are already under 
—_ and the other 44,000 acres are lands that are presently being 

armed. 

I would say that by having a constant and continuous water supply, 
there would be some increase in production because those 44,000 acres 
that have to depend on a rainfall from 9 inches to 30 inches, with an 
average annually of 22 inches, naturally if they have an adequate and 
plentiful water supply, I would say that would amount to some in- 
crease in production. 

Mr. Saynor. That is all, thank you ever so much, Phil, for your 
answers. 

Mr. Rogers. The gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. Utitman. I want to join in welcoming our colleague back to 
the committee. I would like to clarify in my own mind the basic 
difference in the legislative approaches to this problem here. First, 
your bill would not utilize the Missouri Basin account? 
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Mr. Weaver. That is correct. 

Mr. Utiman. It would be financed by the water users themselves? 

Mr. Weaver. That is correct and those of the district subject te 
the tax levy. 

Mr. Uttman. What about the construction? Who would eon. 
struct the project under your bill ? 

Mr. Weaver. The Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Utitman. The Bureau of Reclamation would construct it under 
either bill / 

Mr. Weaver. Yes. 

Mr. Utuman. The generators that are involved in the system itself 
how would the power be handled in both instances ? 

Mr. Weaver. Who would what? 

Mr, Utuman. How would the power be handled under the genera- 
tion within the project itself ? 

Mr. Weaver. There would be four power sites. One power site 
would be utilized for the purpose of pumping for the project itself, 
The other three sites would be available to be bid out to public power 
districts within the area, if and when the power supply was needed, 
which we estimate to be about 1963, when only 85 percent of our 
power requirements would be taken care of. 

Mr. Uttman. Would you anticipate that the Bureau would not 
install power facilities ? 

You say it would be bid out. The Bureau would install the facil- 
ities and the power then would be sold ? 

Mr. Weaver. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Utiman. So there is no difference in the two approaches, your 
approach, and the other bills. 

Mr. Weaver. No, sir, not in that respect. 

Mr. Utitman. In that respect they are identical ? 

Mr. Weaver. That is right. 

Mr. Utiman. [think that isall. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Cunningham. 

Mr. Cunninouam. No questions, except that I want to compliment 
my distinguished colleague for his very fine statement. There are 
some fundamental, but not important differences in the legislation 
which we have introduced. I am glad to have you here. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. McGinley ? 

Mr. McGintry. Am I correct in believing that your bill, H.R. 973, 
is identical with bill H.R. 10825 that was introduced by Dr. Miller last 
year ? 

Mr. Weaver. Yes, it is very similar. 

Mr. McGrintey. Can you tell me how that figure of $70 million in 
those two bills was arrived at? 

Mr. Weaver. That was arrived at, based on engineering reports 
which, I believe, were submitted in April of last year. 

Mr. McGuxtey. But I believe at the committee hearings last time 
mention is made of the figure of $74 million. 

Mr. Weaver. Sir? 

Mr. McGinteyr. The figures in the report submitted to the committee 
were $74 million. 

Mr. Weaver. I think that included the penstocks for the power pur- 
poses which were not originally included in the other bill and then 
they wanted those provided and they had run the estimate from $1 
million up to about $414 million, I believe. 


tee ( cele ita 


, to 


On- 


nent 
are 
ution 


973, 
> last 


yn in 


ports 


time 


ittee 


pur- 
then 
m $1 


MID-STATE PROJECT, NEBRASKA 29 


Mr. McGinty. Some of these points my colleague was raising, 
Mr. Chairman, I am sure will be covered in detailed testimony by suc- 
ceeding witnesses. But I want to point out to my colleague, Mr. 
Weaver, it 1s my understanding the $70 million figure was hastily 
arrived at as some money figure had to be inserted into the bill so it 
could be introduced, and the engineering figures were not specifically 
written into the bill. 

Mr. Weaver. If I am not mistaken, the latest Mid-State report 
refers to that figure of approximately $70 million, the same as last 
year. : 

Mr. McGintry. Mr. Weaver, do you understand that the only 
money resource available for repayment of this project is through the 
3 mill maximum ad valorem tax; is that it? 

Mr. Weaver. Do I what? 

Mr. McGintey. Do you understand that the only money resource 
available out there locally to repay the irrigators’ portion of the proj- 
ect would come from the millage tax ? 

Mr. Weaver. That is right. 

Mr. McGintry. Do you not conceive they would be charging a 
water-use fee to the irrigators? 

Mr. Weaver. They will charge water-use fee, yes. I mentioned 
that. 

Mr. McGrintry. Do you not think that fee will be used to pay some 
of the irrigators’ repayment fund ? 

Mr. AsprnAuy. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McGrntey. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnatu. I am sure Mr. Weaver understands reclamation law 
to the extent that all users must pay up to their ability to make pay- 
ment for the use of water. 

Mr. Weaver. I mentioned that in my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. AsprnaLL. Yes. 

Mr. McGintey. I felt he had made a statement so firmly we were 
limited to the millage tax. I want to straighten it out for the record. 

Mr. Weaver. In fact, in the cost analysis, the breakdown, is shown 
in the Mid-State report. 

Mr. McGrntey. I think that is all, Mr. Chairman. I believe Mr. 
Weaver has raised some points that are likely erroneous, but will be 
covered by succeeding witnesses. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Morris, are there any questions ? . 

Mr. Morris. No questions. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Burdick ? 

Mr. Burpicx. I am very happy my colleague from Nebraska said he 
did not care to participate in the Missouri Basin power pool. That 
is welcome news to North Dakota. Thank you. 

Mr. Weaver. We will not participate to the point of depleting the 
fund unnecessarily, Mr. Burdick. 

In answer to a question by Mr. Ullman—I believe he asked me about 
the construction of the dam—it will be supervised by the Bureau 
people, not constructed by the Bureau people. 

Mr. Utitman. It will be supervised by the Bureau, but the actual 
construction will be handled by the District; is that right? 

Mr. Weaver. That is right. 

Mr. Uttman. Is that true in both approaches to this problem ? 
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Mr. Weaver. I am sure that is true in Mr. McGinley’s bill, too. 
3 Mr. Utitman. Thank you, Mr. Weaver; it is nice to have had you 
ere. 
Mr. Weaver. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Rogers. The Chair will recognize the Honorable Larry Brock 
Congressman from the Third District of Nebraska. : 
Mr. Brock, let the Chair welcome you on your first appearance 
before this committee. It is my pleasure to serve on another commit. 
tee of Congress with Mr. Brock and we are glad to have you over at 
this committee to testify. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LAWRENCE A. BROCK, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEBRASKA 


Mr. Brock. Thank you. 

Mr. CunnincHam. May I also join in welcoming our distinguished 
colleague, a very fine man who does a good job. I think the testi- 
mony he gives today will be very, very valuable to the committee, 

Mr. Brock. Thank you also, Mr. Cunningham, and members of the 
committee. 

I wish to concur with the testimony that has been brought out by 
my distinguished colleagues, members of your committee, the Honor- 
able Mr. Cunningham, and the Honorable Mr. McGinley. 

I want to state that one county in the Mid-State reclamation proj- 
ect lies within the area of my congressional district, the Third Con- 
gressional District in Nebraska. My testimony concerns the power 
aspects and the flood control aspects of this reclamation project. 

Because time is of the essence, I would like to ask the permission of 
the Chairman to include my testimony in the record after I finish 
the brief statement. 

Mr. Rogers. Without objection, it is so ordered. Your statement 
will be included after you finish. 

Mr. Brock. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I feel that I am an authority on the power aspect of Nebraska be- 
cause, before coming to Congress, I served for 14 years as president of 
one of the largest districts in Nebraska, Northeast Nebraska Rural 
Public Power District, and also as vice president of the State REA 
group. 

I know that the distinguished chairman of the full committee 
brought up an important question when he mentioned that nothing 
was said in the bill regarding power revenues, the disposition of the 
power revenues. 

I think an amendment should be drawn or agreement reached that 
a certain percentage of these power revenues go to repay the costs of 
this reclamation district, that the committee in considering this might 
write in an amendment in the bill that, say 50 percent of the revenues 
go to pay off the cost of the district. That is up to the committee. 

I feel that power is an important subject and we can, through the 
implementation of this bill, derive 50,000 kilowatts of power. In 
the entire Missouri Basin, we are now producing 750,000 kilowatts. 
So the additional 50,000 will be a great contribution to the power 
needs of Nebraska and the Missouri Basin. 

We have, at the present time, contracts with South Dakota, so that 
when we have a surplus of power in Nebraska in the wintertime, we 
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take this power and deliver it to the short power areas of South 
akota. 
me would also like to point, Mr. Chairman, that there will be no need 
for additional powerlines. The powerlines of NPPS, the Nebraska 
Public Power System lines, go directly over the proposed sites of the 
wer installations. 
That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. If there are any questions, I 
would be happy to try to answer them. 
(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF HON. LAWRENCE A. Brock, a U.S. CoNGRESSMAN FRoM THE THIRD 
DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF NEBRASKA IN Support oF H.R. 3662 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate the privilege of 
making a brief statement in support of H.R. 3662 which was introduced in the 
House by my colleague, Congressman Donald F. McGinley, for the authorization 
of the multipurpose reclamation project in Nebraska known as the Mid-State 
project. Although the Mid-State District lies largely in Congressman McGinley’s 
district, the Merrick County portion is in the district which I represent. 

Because of my keen interest in agriculture and its problems, there are two 
important aspects of the Mid-State development that I would especially like to 
discuss. These are flood protection and the development of hydroelectric power. 

With respect to flood control protection, I am familiar with the concern that 
farmers have when a June flood spreads out over the flat lowlands of the Platte 
Valley and drowns out valuable corn, milo and beet fields. Uusually the floods 
come so late that it is most difficult to get substitute crop planted that will 
develop in that portion of the growing season remaining. The farmer has 
therefore lost the income from a major crop, his labor and equipment use and 
the substantial amount of commercial fertilizer used to bring the crop along. 
There is another way in which flood-damaged crops affect the farmer, and partic- 
ularly in the Mid-State area, where I understand over 60 percent of the agri- 
cultural income in the last several years had come from livestock feeding and 
processing. In order to conduct a successful livestock feeding operation the 
farmer needs an assured feed supply of good quality and at stable costs. Ex- 
tensive crop damage, such as resulted from the June 1947 flood, adversely affects 
the local livestock industry from the standpoint of loss of local feed supply. The 
23 hillside. reservoirs proposed for the Mid-State project will keep the flood 
waters off the highly productive agricultural lands. After giving due considera- 
tion to these factors, plus the finding of the U.S. Corps of Engineers that the 
annual flood control benefits of the project are in excess of $512,000 annually, 
I am of the opinion that the flood control features of the Mid-State project 
justify favorable consideration by this committee. 

The other aspect of the Mid-State project that is of particular interest is 
that of hydropower. For many years I was active in the organization made up 
of the REA-financed cooperatives and rural power districts of Nebraska and 
have first hand knowledge of their power supply problems. These REA-financed 
power distribution agencies have been instrumental in the rapid development 
of pump irrigation as they now serve a majority of the 22,000 wells now in use 
in Nebarska. The combination of irrigation pumping and summer air condition- 
ing loads has resulted in the annual peak load for these power distributors 
shifting from a winter peak to a summer peak. To achieve the lowest whole- 
sale power costs, the Nebraska Public Power System was successful in pur- 
chasing a block of 100,000 kilowatts of summer firm power from the Bureau of 
Reclamation recently. The deliveries of this power are to commence in part 
in 1959 and the balance upon completion of a 230-kilovolt transmission line which 
the Nebraska power agencies had to construct with a $4,800,000 REA loan in 
order to receive delivery of this Bureau of Reclamation power. Whereas the 
Bureau will normally contract for sale of power for periods up to 30 years, 
the contract for summer firm power for Nebraska is for a limited 10-year period. 
There is, therefore, a definite need to plan for those new generating facilities 
that will be required to replace the Bureau summer firm power when it is no 
longer available. 

The three commercial hydropower sites on the Mid-State project with a 
potential of about 50,000 kilowatts would make up in part for the Bureau power 
that might be available to Nebraska after 1970. To date it has not been possible 
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to interest any local groups in this power development as they were hol 
ec ap cneares allotments of Bureau power. The Mid-State engine 
dent, however, that a power market will develop after the project i : 

and have recommended that power penstocks be included in the initial yee 
The consulting engineers for Mid-State have shown in the April 1958 Mid-Stan 
project report, page X~-18, “that justifiable expenditure for making the proyigj > 
for future power development ($1,862,000 at 1958 costs) is more than twice the 
estimated economic cost for making such provisions. Therefore, it ig 0 , 
opinion that, to assure the development of the full potential of the nat 4 
resources of the area, provisions for future power development should cone 
cluded as an integral part of the project.” = 

Since the 1958 congressional hearings, Mid-State has advised me, the Burea 
of Reclamation has restudied the method of making the installation of seit 
penstocks and has currently estimated the cost of making future provision ~ 
power development at the three commercial power sites to be $1,149,000—aq teas 
that is considerably lower than the $1,862,000 previously estimated by the Sen 
sulting engineers for Mid-State. This reduced penstock estimate by the Bureay 
of Reclamation further enhances the economic justifications for putting in the 
power penstocks while the earth-filled dams are being constructed. 

I am familiar with the fact that there will not be sufficient Missouri Basin 
hydropower available to meet the needs of the preference customers. In fact 
the current estimates show that only about 85 percent of the requirements of 
the preference customers in the area will be satisfied in 1963. Each year there 
after more and more supplemental power will have to be purchased from other 
suppliers than the Bureau of Reclamation or generated by the preference custom. 
ers themselves. The earliest date that power could be developed in the Mid. 
ry project, assuming that authorization is granted this year, would be about 

The Mid-State engineers now estimate that power can be generated at the bus 
bar at the Mid-State commercial power sites for about 6 to7 mills per kilowatt. 
hour based upon 1958 construction costs. With firm power currently selling in 
Nebraska at 9 to 10 mills per kilowatt-hour, it seems clear that there will be 
considerable interest in the development of the power potential of Mid-State 
once the project is authorized. The consulting engineers for Mid-State also 
advise me that very little transmission investment will be required to get this 
potential power to market as an existing 115-kilovolt transmission line runs very 
close to the proposed hydro sites. 

There are other factors which make the Mid-State commercial power sites es- 
pecially attractive. As previously mentioned Nebraska now has a summer peak 
demand. Since the Mid-State hydroplants will make use of the irrigation re 
leases as they are passed from reservoir system to reservoir system during the 
irrigation season, the maximum energy output from the hydroplants will fit the 
area needs, which is for summer power. Furthermore the Mid-State designs con- 
template the use of the recently developed reversible turbine generating units. 
These units permit water to be pumped back up to the upper reservoirs with 
“off peak” power so that the water can be used effectively to generate valuable 
“on peak” power in those months outside of the irrigation season. There is con- 
siderable need for winter firm power throughout the Missouri Basin and there 
will be a ready market for such power as can be generated at the Mid-State 
hydro sites. I am informed that the proposed Mid-State development is a good 
way to convert load value “off peak’? power obtained from steam-electric gen- 
erating plants in the area of high value “on peak” power. This arrangement 
has also the added advantage that there need be no conflict in the use of water 
as between irrigation and power production as is the case in some other areas. 
Water can be conserved for future irrigation in the reservoirs since it can be 
pumped to the upper reservoirs and released through the power turbines as 
many times as is required to meet the actual power load requirements of the 
area and other power markets. Of course, in those years when the reservoirs 
are amply filled for irrigation and there is still water coming down the Platte 
River, it can be diverted through the Mid-State hydraulic system to generate 
power without using the pump-back operation. As a layman, it appears to me 
that the design engineers have done a good job in making the fullest and best 
use of the water flows of the Platte River that are available to this project. 

In summary I recommend this project to this committee for authorization. 
Its flood-control feature will be most beneficial to all property located on the 
flood plains including rich, productive agricultural lands; the main line of a 
transcontinental railroad and the proposed interstate highways. Its power pe 
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tential will be urgently needed throughout Nebraska by the time that it can be 
developed. Further the proposed power development will be the financial 
responsibility of local power groups, as they are not asking for a Federal loan 
for these purposes, except for the power penstocks which of necessity must be 
installed during the initial construction. 

Mr. Rocers. Does the gentleman from Colorado have any questions? 

Mr. Asprnaty. I do not believe I have any questions. I am glad to 
have Mr. Brock before the committee. 

Mr. Brock. Thank you. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Saylor? 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Brock, I would like to welcome you before this 
committee. 

I have not had a chance to read your complete statement, but I am 
fascinated by your proposed amendment with regard to power reve- 
nues, that 50 percent of the power revenues should be allocated to pay- 
ing for irrigation. 

That is a completely new approach. I wonder why you picked out 
50 percent. 

fr. Brock. I said some figure as 50 percent could be used. That 
would be a determination for the committee to make, I feel. 

Mr. Sartor. Heretofore, we have taken all of the power revenue and 
allocated it, all the net power revenues. I am just wondering why 
this powerplant, if we put it in, should be any different. 

Mr. Brock. I feel, Mr. Saylor, that we should retain some of the 
power revenues in the District for maintenance and any costs that 
might be incurred in the running of these powerplants and the 50 per- 
cent is not a solid figure with me. That will be determined by the 
committee. We should also remember that in this project, the water 
users are paying, I think, in the neighborhood of $5.50 per acre, 
whereas in the adjoining project, the use is $3.20 or $3.50. So the 
power users are making a substantial contribution to repay the loan 
on this project, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Sartor. Let me ask you: When was the adjoining project au- 
thorized ? 

Mr. Brock. They have been in existence several years. I do not 
know the exact time that they were authorized as a reclamation project. 

Mr. Sartor. In other words, the price of everything else has gone up 
inthe country. I am interested in knowing why we worry about the 
$5 for water. 

Mr. Brock. $5.50 for water is quite an expense to the farmer, Mr. 
Saylor. It is $2 over what they are paying in the adjoining dis- 
tricts. 

Mr. Sartor. That price was arrived at—— 

Mr. Brock. Probably 10 or 15 years ago. 

Mr. Sartor. After a survey of that project? 

Mr. Brock. That is correct. 

Mr. Saytor. This is a whole new project and we should make a 
charge for water that this project can stand. 

Mr. Brock. That is right. And they feel that they can pay the 
$5.50. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Brock, would you have any objection if, in deter- 
mining the allocation of power revenues to pay for this project, this 
committee saw fit to use the usual formula that we have used, and 
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that is that all the net power revenues should be allocated to the pay- 
ment of the costs of irrigation ? 

Mr. Brock. That will be a determination that you will make and I 
will concur in the determination this committee will make. 

Mr. Saytor. Would you, as an individual, have any objection to 
the inclusion in this bill of the 160-acre limitation law ? 

Mr. Brock. I would have none; no, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. That isall. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rocrers. The gentleman from Oregon / 

Mr. Utitman. Mr. Brock, in any event who will be the purchaser for 
the electricity that this project will generate ? 

Mr. Brock. The people of the district and surrounding areas. 

Mr. Utuman. Through what type of electrical distribution? 

Mr. Brock. We have in Nebraska a power transmission agency, in 
fact two power agencies, the Consumer’s Public Power District and 
the Nebraska Public Power System. The Nebraska Public Power 
System acts as agents for all of the 36 Nebraska REA projects. And 
if there is a power shortage, or a power need in a certain area, this 
will be wheeled with a carrier charge to the power short area. How- 
ever, if the 50,000 is needed within the confines of the Mid-State 
Reclamation District, it will, no doubt, be placed right there to save 
carrier charges. 

Mr. Utiman. There are no private power companies in the State to 
purchase this electricity ? 

Mr. Brock. That is right; we have no private power companies. 

Mr. Cunnrncuam. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Utiman. Yes. 

Mr. CunninGuam. Nebraska is an all-public-power State, 100 per- 
cent. It is the only one in the Nation, and we are quite proud of it, 
That should answer your questions. 

Mr. Utiman. And you have sufficient demand there so the power 
will stay there and not be wheeled off ? 

Mr. Brock. Yes. As I mentioned, in the winter because of our 
generation capacity in Nebraska, we have power to sell and we have 
entered into contracts with South Dakota, which is historically short 
of power in the wintertime, and we are concluding contracts to sell 
this power and it might well be some of this Mid-State power will go 
to the people of South Dakota. 

Mr. Uttman. And that would probably be sold there to private 
utilities? 

Mr. Brock. That could be if South Dakota has private power com- 
anies, but the contracts being culminated at the present time are with 
EA districts who are public power. 

Mr. Utiman. Under the existing legislation, as you see it, would 
the district itself put in the generators or would it be possible for them 
to negotiate with one of these power agencies to install the generators! 

Mr. Brock. I feel the district itself would put in the power facili- 
ties, and I speak with authority when I say that the Nebraska Public 
Power people are ready to enter into contracts for this power that is 
generated at Mid-State whenever it is available. I talked to the exect- 
tive director and he said, “Whenever they are ready to sign the con- 
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tracts, we are ready to buy.” So there will be a need and there will be 
market for this power.” ie ie 

Mr. Uriman. But you would have no objection, as you indicated 
previously, to an alternative system of handling power revenues in 

is project. 

Oe ell That would be a determination you men would have to 
ke. 
mir. Uxiiman. Thank you. 

Mr. Rocers. Judge Chenoweth. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. No questions. 

Mr. McGinty. I just want the record to carry my thanks to my col- 
league for coming over and helping his other Nebraska colleagues out 
with this bill. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Cunningham ? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. No questions. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Morris? 

Mr. Morris. No questions. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Burdick? 

Mr. Burvickx. I understand the various testimony given by other 
witnesses on the costs includes only the cost of penstocks and does 
not include the costs of the generators. 

Mr. Brocx. That is correct. I believe that is the item in the bill, 
the penstock cost. 

Mr. Burpicx. And not the cost of generators? 

Mr. Brock. That is correct. 

Mr. Burpick. Thank you. 

Mr. Rogrrs. Mr. Saylor? 

Mr. Sartor. I am fascinated with the sentence on page 4 of your 
statement. Itsays: 


Water can be conserved for future irrigation in the reservoirs since it can be 
pumped to the upper reservoirs and released through the power turbines as 
many times as is required to meet the actual power load requirements of the 
area and other power markets. 

The law of perpetual motion is almost what you are talking about. 

Mr. Brock. The millenium is here. We have reversible turbines 
now which can take this water back up and run it back through and 
we can use this water. I do not think it is possible to wear out H,O, 
but we can return this water up and down and use it in these reversible 
turbines. The engineering of that, I would leave to the engineering 
experts who will follow me. 

Mr. Sartor. That is one of the things I found after reading your 
statement. Thank you. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you, Mr. Brock. 

Mr. Brock. Thank you. 

Mr. Rocrers. The Chair will now recognize the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion’s representative, Mr. Floyd Dominy, Associate Commissioner of 
the Bureau of Reclamation. 


‘ If he will come forward and bring such members of his staff as he 
esires. 


Iam sorry. You are listed as “Associate Commissioner” and you 
are the Commissioner. 
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STATEMENT OF FLOYD E. DOMINY, ASSOCIATE COMMISSIO 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR. 
ACCOMPANIED BY GEORGE E. TOMLINSON, ASSISTANT CHIEF, 
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT STAFF, AND FREDERICK W. GUGEL, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION STAFF 


Mr. Dominy. Mr. Chairman, you were correct the first time. As of 
today I am the Associate Commissioner of the Bureau of Reclamation 
Mr. Rocers. I understand that, but I do not think there will be any 
difficulty in advancing the promotion just a few days. ’ 

Mr. Dominy. The change will take place on May 1. 

I have with me Mr. George E. Tomlinson, Assistant Chief of our 
Project Development staff, who is at the moment in transition to a new 
position. He is really occupying both positions, in effect, but is stil] 
able to assist us with the details of the Mid-State proposal. Also 
Mr. Gugel of our Project Development staff. ' 

We are here as departmental witnesses, Mr. Chairman, to support 
the Mid-State project proposal, which, as has already been made 
clear here, is not a Federal project as such, but it is a project in the 
water resource development field quite similar, if not identical, to 
many proposals that are being built by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

In this instance it would be one being built under a partnership 
arrangement, however. 

Since the Department report covers this in detail and includes a 
number of items of considerable interest to the committee in con- 
sidering this legislation, I believe it will save time in the long run 
if I read it into the record. 

Mr. Rogers. You may proceed. 

Mr. Dominy. This responds to your requests for the views of this 
Department on H.R. 973 and H.R. 3662, bills to provide for Federal 
cooperation with the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, 
Nebraska, in the construction of the Mid-State project. 

We recommend the enactment of H.R. 3662, subject to amendment 
in accordance with the views and suggestions which follow: 

Under the provisions of H.R. 3662, the Secretary of the Interior 
would be authorized to cooperate with the Nebraska Mid-State 
Reclamation District in financing the construction by the district of 
the proposed multiple-purpose Mid-State reclamation project, Ne- 
beeen, by making a non-interest-bearing loan to the district of an 
amount equal to that portion of the cost of construction which is allo- 
cated to irrigation and a grant of an amount equal to that portion of 
the cost which is allocated to flood control, fish, wildlife, and recrea- 
tion purposes, the sum of which shall not exceed $81,500,000. 

In the event the cost allocated to irrigation should prove to be 
greater than $46 million the cost allocated to irrigation in excess of 
that amount will be charged against Missouri River Basin project 
power revenues. 

Facilities to develop single-purpose hydroelectric power for irriga- 
tion pumping purposes would be considered irrigation features, and 
their costs would be repayable without interest. If commercial power, 
as distinguished from power for project pumping purposes, is de- 
veloped later in connection with a project feature, that portion of the 
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share of the loan allocated to future power development which had 
not been repaid at that time would be repaid, with interest, from 
the date of commercial power development. 

Prior to making the loan and grant the Secretary would be re- 
quired— On i 

(1) To determine that the project, as it is proposed by the 
Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, has engineering feasi- 
bility and is a reasonable financial risk ; , 

(2) To be satisfied that the district has or can acquire necessary 
interests in lands and rights to the use of water ; 

(3) To contract with the district for the repayment, within 
60 years, of the amount of the loan, together with the cost of 
plans, specifications, and unpublished material furnished the dis- 
trict and the cost of making and administering the loan, in which 
contract the district would agree not to deliver project water for 
irrigation to more than 160 irrigable acres in single ownership; 
and 

(4) To certify to the Congress that an adequate soil survey 
and land classification had been made and that the lands are 
susceptible to irrigation. 

The 60-year period would begin to run with respect to that portion 
attributable to any block of irrigable lands when water is first made 
available to such lands. 

Before the grant could be made, the district would be required to en- 
ter into contracts with the Secretary of the Army and the Secretary 
of the Interior designed to assure operation of the project. in a manner 
which would produce the benefits on which the allocations to flood 
control, fish and wildlife, and recreation are predicated. 

The proposed authority to make the loan and grant would be con- 
tingent upon submission of the contract to the Committees on Appro- 
priations and on Interior and Insular Affairs of the House of Repre- 
sentatives and the Senate. 

If within 45 days within which the Congress is in session neither 
legislative committee disapproves the contract, appropriations may 
be made for the loan and grant, which authority would be available 
for 10 years from the date of the act. 

Except for normal fluctuations in construction costs, the loan and 
grant are not to exceed in the aggregate $81,500,000 ; but, if they exceed 
$74 million the excess over that amount shall be allocated to irrigation 
and shall be recovered from Missouri River Basin project power rev- 
enues. 

H.R. 973 differs from H.R. 3662 in several respects. For example, it 
would authorize a loan and grant in an amount not to exceed $70 mil- 
lion, which amount is less than the district’s estimate of the cost of con- 
struction; it would make no provision for the application of surplus 
Missouri River Basin project power revenues; it contains no provision 
regarding acreage limitation; and it would make the amount of the 
loan allocated to commercial power repayable in 50 years, with inter- 
est, from the time commercial power is developed. 

The physical plan and other data on this project are described in the 
Mid-State project report, dated April 25, 1958, which was prepared for 
the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District by a firm of consulting 
engineers. ? 
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The Bureau of Reclamation has had opportunity to confer with the 
district and its consulting engineers over a period of years while this 
project plan was in development and to review the report. The views 
expressed herein are based upon the plan described in that report, 
Since the proposed plan of development was outlined in our report of 
June 19, 1958, to your committee on H.R. 10825, 85th Congress, jt 
need not be repeated here. 

As we indicated in that report, the Department of the Interior favors 
the type of joint venture for the development of our national resources 
which is encompassed in H.R. 3662, and the enactment of appropriate 
legislation to authorize such Federal financial assistance as siete re- 
oe to achieve this objective, upon terms and conditions which the 

ngress may consider to be in the public interest. 

e believe the precedent which might be established by the adoption 
of the proposal would be limited by the fact that providing irrigation 
service to the lands involved with reimbursable Federal funds has been 
authorized heretofore by the Flood Control Act of 1944—58 Stat. 887— 
as a part of the Federal Missouri River Basin project. 

It was in furtherance of this policy to encourage local participation 
in the responsibility for such developments that representatives of this 
Department have joined with representatives of the district in pre 
liminary discussion concerning the potential needs of that area with re- 
spect to the construction of the irrigation project. 

In our opinion, the construction of a reclamation project to furnish 
water, diverted from the Platte River, to the lands within the bound- 
aries of the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District to supplement 
and agument the existing ground water supply which is presently used 
for irrigation purposes would result in a substantial benefit to the 
agricultural economy of the area and would tend to stabilize its econ- 
omy generally. 

In addition, the water supply features of such a project could offer 
an usual opportunity for fish, wildlife, and recreation development. 

In our report on H.R. 10825, 85th Congress, we stated that as of that 
time there appeared to be several items concerning the construction and 
operation of the project which involved elements of uncertainty. Since 
that time our detailed review of the district’s project report and further 
studies and meetings with representatives of the district have resulted 
in substantial progress toward their resolution. 

In our view, those remaining problems, which are discussed in this 
report, can be resolved subsequent to the enactment of appropriate 
legislative authority and prior to the initiation of construction. 

The bill provides that in the contract between the district and the 
Secretary of the Interior the district shall agree— 
not to deliver water from project facilities for irrigation purposes to land held 
in private ownership by any one owner in excess of 160 irrigable acres. 

We understand that this provision of the bill is satisfactory to the 
district. It should be noted the provision would not permit the deliv- 
ery of water to lands in excess of the specified acreage, as is permitted 
for a limited period of time under the Federal reclamation laws if a 
recordable contract is executed. 

The bill does not specify how the acreage limitation on delivery of 
project water is to be enforced. We suggest the bill be amended to re- 
quire that the contract with the district for repayment of the loan pro- 
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yide for operation by the United States in the event of noncompliance 
until the Secretary of the Interior shall be satisfied that the district 
will operate the project in compliance with the acreage-limitation pro- 
jsion. 
"it is still not possible to delineate the specific tracts of land which 
will receive water from the project works. Therefore, such data as are 
now available concerning land classification, distribution facility de- 
signs, and cost estimates, productivity, estimates, operation costs, pay- 
ment capacity, and other factors which have a significant bearing upon 
project feasibility and economic justification cannot be accepted as 


~ 4 of H.R. 3662 would require the Secretary, prior to making 
any loan or grant to the district, to make a soil survey and land classi- 
fication; to make a finding that the lands to be served are irrigable; 
and to make determinations that the project would have engineering 
feasibility and would be a reasonable financial risk. 

These requirements cannot be met until the specific lands to be 
served are identified. We are informed that the owners of more than 
110,000 acres of land have already indicated to the district that they 
would want their lands to be served with project water. 

This being so, it can be expected that, at least within a reason- 
ably short time after the enactment of authorizing legislation, the 
project service areas would be defined, so that it would then be pos- 
sible to obtain sufficient data to meet the requirements of section 4 
of the bill. 

We can report that progress has been made toward reconciling the 
cost estimates contained in the district’s project report and those pre- 
pared by the Bureau of Reclamation. The Bureau’s present cost esti- 
mate of $81,500,000, the amount of the Bureau of Reclamation esti- 
mate, in order to take care of the possibility that actual construction 
costs may exceed the estimate contained in the project report. While 
there previously had been differences between the district and the 
Bureau with regard to the estimated costs of operation, maintenance, 
and replacements, these differences have now have reconciled. 

One of the main areas of differences between the district and the 
Bureau of Reclamation concerns the extent to which provision should 
be included in the project works for drainage facilities and for canal 
lining. That part of the cost estimates shown in the district’s project 
report for drainage facilities is $985,000, and for canal lining it is 
$256,000. 

The Bureau of Reclamation recommends that provision be made for 
drainage facilities costing about $2,263,800, and for canal lining cost- 
ing about $500,000. 

As is generally the case in projects of this type, without adequate 
works to maintain water levels and outflow, there is danger of water- 
logged lands and seriously deteriorating ground-water quality, either 
of which would tend to reduce the productivity of the irrigated lands 
and adversely affect their anticipated repayment capacity. 

Furthermore, studies by both the Bureau of Reclamation and the 
Geological Survey lead us to believe that in the instant case, as is 
true in similar undertakings, the maintenance of suitable quality of 
both surface and ground water under conditions of anticipated ulti- 
mate development of the basin will become a progressively more dif- 
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ficult problem to handle as time goes on. We recognize that the na. 
ture of drainage in a large project does not lend itself to precise aq. 
vance estimates and that much of the required drainage construction 
will not be identified or needed until the project has been in Opera- 
tion for some years. 

The continued functioning of the project will require the ability 
to finance such drainage as ultimately proves to be necessary, and we 
believe the total amount of appropriations which would be author. 
ized by H.R. 3662 will be sufficient to provide, with Federal financja] 
assistance, such drainage facilities and lining as may be determined 
to be required as construction of the project progresses, 

The proposed grant for fish and wildlife purposes is based upon a 
plan for the preservation and propagation of fish and wildlife re. 
sources of the project area which was developed by the Bureay of 
Sport Fisheries and Wildlife of this Department in cooperation with 
the district, was adopted by the district, and was incorporated in the 
project report. oc 

Among other things, the plan calls for the acquisition by the dis. 
trict of 1,000 acres of land around the border of each of three reservoir 
areas for use as State-managed waterfowl areas and for the acquisi- 
tion of about 11,000 acres of land for use as a Federal refuge and 
State-managed hunting area along the Platte River. 

Realization of the benefits upon which the allocation to fish and 
wildlife benefits is based will require purchase of these lands and 
definite quantities of water to be released or to be provided through 
irrigation waste water and return flows. 

The plan outlined in the district’s project report makes no special 
provision for facilities to deliver water to the proposed Platte River 
waterfowl area. Some discussions have taken place among district 
and departmental representatives with respect to the quantities of such 
relases and methods of attaining them. 

We believe that the project plan is such that this problem can be 
worked out as the detailed plans and designs are prepared, and that 
the necessary flows can be attained. 

Since section 5 of the bill would require the Secretary and the 
district to enter into an agreement prior to the making of the grant of 
Federal funds to assure that the projects will produce the benefits 
upon which the fish and wildlife allocation is made, it is our view that 
this matter can be adequately handled subsequent to enactment of ap- 
propriate legislation if it is not resolved prior thereto, 

Since the proposed fish and wildlife plan appeared originally to 
conflict in certain respects with provisions of Nebraska law, the 
Nebraska Legislature has recently enacted legislation which, we un- 
derstand, has the objective of permitting the district to go forward 
with the plan as proposed in the project report. We would, of course, 
have to be satisfied before making the grant that the fish and wildlife 
plan is compatible wtih local statutes. 

We recommend that section 5 of H.R. 3662 be amended by adding, 
after the word “predicated” in line 23 on page 7 the words “, and 
the construction of such facilities as are required”. 

This proposed amendment will assure not only that the project will 
be operated so as to produce the fish and wildlife and recreation bene- 
fits, but that there will be constructed such facilities as are required 
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by the project plan to produce the benefits upon which the grant for 
those purposes 1s based. ce 

This Department, in developing the fish and wildlife plan, has 
treated the project analysis exactly as though the mid-State project 
were a Federal reclamation project. The computation of benefits for 
fsh and wildlife follows a system long used by the Department, pur- 
suant to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as 
amended ; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.) and utilized in connection with proj- 
ect plans which have formed the basis for congressional authoriza- 
tions on a number of Federal reclamation projects. 

Section 2 of the bill would provide authority for recovering from 
surplus power revenues from the Missouri River Basin project all 
costs in excess of $46 million which are allocated to irrigation. 

Under the terms of the provision, all project costs in excess of $74 
million would be required to be allocated to irrigation, and recovered 
from surplus power revenues from the Missouri River Basin project. 

This provision would for the first time make surplus Federal power 
revenues available to aid non-Federal irrigation development, and it 
would in effect require such power revenues to bear the costs which 
otherwise would be allocated to flood control, fish and wildlife, and 
recreation, to the extent that project costs which ought to be allocated 
to those purposes exceed the estimated cost allocations set out in the 
project report. 

This Department would not object to the use of surplus power reve- 
nues from the Missouri River Basin project to aid the irrigation de- 
velopment proposed by the Mid-State district, if the Congress should 
determine that this is a proper means of Federal financial assistance 
for this type of project. 

We believe such a position can be justified on the ground that the 
area to be served by the Mid-State district was included for develop- 
ment under the comprehensive plan set forth in Senate Document 
No. 191, 78th Congress, and authorized by the Flood Control Act of 
1944—58 Stat. 877. 

Since these lands were not developed by the Federal Government 
but instead are proposed for development by a local water users’ 
organization, organized under State law, the Mid-State project pro- 
posal might be considered as a form of supplemental development to 
the authorized Missouri River Basin project, which could justifiably 
be granted limited assistance from the project’s surplus power reve- 
nues'in aid of irrigation, as well as appropriate nonreimbursable allo- 
cations to flood control and to fish and wildlife. 

In this connection, it should be noted, also, that the district’s pro- 
posal carries with it a substantially higher proportion of repayment 
than is generally true on units of the Federal Missouri River Basin 
= with respect to repayment of the costs allocated to irrigation 

rom sources other than power revenues. This is especially true of 
irrigation units of that project which have recently been the subject 
of favorable congressional action. 

In the event it should be determined to extend financial assistance 
from such power revenues, we recommend that assistance be limited 
to only that portion of the construction costs actually allocable to irri- 
gation, which is over and above the sum of the water users’ repayment 
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ability and the estimated net proceeds to the district from the aq 
valorem tax revenues available for irrigation assistance. 

This suggestion is based on the long standing policy in connection 
with Federal reclamation projects that surplus power revenues be 
used only to assist water users In meeting those costs of irrigation de. 
velopment which are beyond their ability to repay. 

In our opinion the authorization of appropriations as contained jp 
H.R. 3662 ought to be adequate to meet the anticipated project costs 
which could be allocated to those purposes for which a Federal grant 
would be authorized, so that a limitation on the possible use of surplus 
power revenues as we suggest should not involve any element of 
financial risk to the district. 

If this suggestion is adopted, section 2 of the bill should be 
amended by substituting for the sentence beginning on line 3, page 3 
the following sentence: 


If the construction costs allocable to irrigation and to making provision for 
future commercial power development exceed, in the judgment of the Secretary, 
the sum of the water users’ repayment ability and the estimated net proceeds 
to the district from the ad valorem tax revenues available for irrigation 
assistance, the excess shall be recovered by the Secretary of the Interior from 
those net reveneus derived from the marketing of power from Federal works in 
the Missouri River Basin constructed or authorized to be constructed under the 
comprehensive plan approved by section 9 of the Act of December 22, 1944, as 


amended and supplemented, which are surplus to the power repayment require- 
ments of the Missouri River Basin project, in the same manner as if the Mid- 
State reclamation project were to be constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation 
as originally authorized under said Act of December 22, 1944. 

In addition, section 4(c) should be amended by deleting the words 
“the loan” in line 8, page 5, and substituting therefor the words— 
that portion of the loan which is not recovered from net revenues derived from 
the marketing of power from Federal works in the Missouri River Basin in 
accordance with the provisions of section 2 of this Act. 

If these suggested amendments are not adopted, and the committee 
should be of the opinion that the present provision of section 2 of 
the bill relating to assistance from surplus power revenues should 
be enacted, we wish to point out a possible ambiguity that exists. We 
are uncertain whether the langauge relating to fluctuations in con- 
struction costs is intended to relate solely to the total cost figure of 
$74 million or whether it is intended to relate also to the figure of 
$46 million. 

One further aspect of this matter which your committee may wish 
to consider is the possible requirement that, to the extent the project is 
aided from siatalian Federal power revenues, such amounts be re- 
turned from any income derived by the district from the sale of com- 
mercial power from facilities it may install and that the power rates 
charged shall not be lower than eastern division, Federal Missouri 
River Basin rates. 

The project report includes provision in the design and construc- 
tion of the aiatoleena dams for future commercial power develop- 
ment. However, the terms of the bill do not provide specifically that 
the costs allocated to this purpose shall be included within the 
amount of the loan, ak the project report indicates that the 
cost of these features would be included with the costs of irrigation 
features to be financed by the loan of Federal funds. 
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We believe there should be specific language in the bill authorizing 
the loan to cover these costs. This may be accomplished by adding, 
after the word “irrigation” in line 10, page 2, the words ‘and to mak- 
ing provision for future commercial power oe ; 
me will be noted that such language has been inclu Jed in the amenda- 
tory language suggested above for inclusion in section 2 of the bill. 

Under the terms of the bill, no interest would be paid on the cost of 
such works or features unless and until the power facilities first be- 
come revenue producing, and then only on the unamortized balance, 

Prior to about 6 years ago, it was the practice of this Department 
not to charge interest on power investments during the construction 
period. However, subsequent thereto it has been our policy to charge 
interest during construction on any such investments. ; 

It is our view that the provision of the bill which deals with the 
charging of interest on the portion of the loan represented by the 
investment in facilities for production of commercial power should 
reflect the treatment accorded the investment in such facilities in Fed- 
eral projects. 5 

We believe that if and when commercial power is developed on the 
project, interest should be paid thereafter on the balance of the portion 
of the loan represented by the actual, rather than estimated, cost of 
construction allocated to commercial power. 

In addition, in computing what the balance is, there ought to be 
added a component for interest on the investment in commercial power 
facilities from the time such investment is made to the time commer- 
cial power is developed. There should be taken into account, in de- 
termining this interest component, the fact that payments made by 
the District to the United States during the repayment period to the 
time commercial power is produced include a share of the costs allo- 
cated to facilities for commercial power development, so that interest 
would be chargeable, year by year, on a decreasing amount. 

To accomplish these purposes, we recommend that section 3 be 
amended by: 

(1) Deleting the words “such initial estimated” appearing in lines 
Tand 8, page 4, and inserting the word “the” ; and 


(2) Adding, after the sentence ending in line 9, page 4, a new sen- 
tence which shall read: 


Such cost shall include a component for interest calculated from the inception 
of construction of the facilities to the time they become revenue producing. 

The adoption of these amendments would permit this Department 
to deal with the matter of interest on the investment in power facilities 
inthe manner discussed above. It must be recognized that adoption of 
these principles, when viewed in the light of the requirements of sec- 
tion 4(c) of the bill could result in a difficult repayment problem 
should the powerplants not be installed until near the end of the 60- 
year repayment period. 

In the event the project is not operated in compliance with the 
provision of the United States to produce the benefits upon which 
the grant for flood control, fish and wildlife, or recreation is made, 
section 5 of H.R. 3662 would permit the Federal Government either 


to take over operation or to require that the amount of the grant 
be repaid. 
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We do not believe it would be in the national interest to permit g 
negation of the benefits for these purposes by a payment to the Fed. 
eral Government of the allocated cost thereof, if the operation of the 
project for those purposes becomes a burden or if a different method 
of operation should prove to be financially beneficial to the district. 

We recommend, therefore, that section 5 be amended by deleting 
the words “or for repayment of the amount of the grant” appear. 
ing in line 24, page 7. 

t is further suggested, if legislation along the lines of H.R. 36¢9 
is enacted, that section 4 of the bill be amended to permit the Secre. 
tary, among other things, to approve all construction costs estimates 
of the district prior to making the loan and grant, as a necessar 
incident in connection with his responsibility in making the deter. 
minations relating to the engineering and financial soundness of the 
proposed development. 

This may be accomplished by adding in line 19, page 4, before 
the word “determined,” the words “approved all construction costs 
estimates of the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District and”, 

In the interest of protecting the investment of the Federal Goy- 
ernment, we would expect to include in the contract with the dis- 
trict for repayment of the loan— 

(1) A provision requiring confirmation of the contract by a 
decree of a court of competent jurisdiction, such as is required 
in connection with repayment contracts entered into under Fed- 
eral reclamation law; and 

(2) Provisions pertaining to the rights of the United States 
in the event the District should fail to complete construction or 
otherwise fail to comply with the provisions of the contract, 
comparable to those which are written into contracts under the 
Small Reclamation Projects Act program. 

While H.R. 3662 is silent on these specific matters, we believe au- 
thority for these requirements would be provided by the language 
in section 4 authorizing the inclusion in the contract of provision to 
assure full repayment of the loan. 

As a corrective matter, at the end of line 19, page 2, after the word 
“portion”, there should be added the words “of the estimated cost 
of constructing the Mid-State project”. 

If your committee should act favorably on H.R. 973 instead of 
H.R. 3662 we recommend that the measure be amended to conform its 
provisions to the views expressed and suggestions made in this report. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that, while there would be 
no objection to the submission of such report as we deem appropriate, 
it would recommend that action on these bills be deferred. 

That concludes, Mr. Chairman, the oflicial report of the Department 
of Interior on the proposed legislation. 

Mr. Rocers. Do you have any further statement at this time, Mr. 
Dominy ? 

Mr. Dominy. I have only a brief statement I would like to add here 
to the effect that, as has been pointed out in our official report, this 
project is almost identical in terms of what it aims to do as though it 
were to be constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation under the Mis- 
souri River Basin project plan. 

I personally feel that the proposal merits the same consideration 
being constructed by the district as though it were being constructed 
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py the Federal Government as part of the Missouri River Basin 


ro} al. ne ds ‘ : 
"y r. Rogers. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Colorado, 
Mr. Aspinall. 


Mr. Asrrinauy. Mr. Chairman, I am in full agreement with the 
statement made by Mr. Dominy that this legislation does merit the 
game consideration as if it were being considered as a regular recla- 

jon project. 
a the beginning of this session I suggested that there were 
ertain policy questions which were involved, and I enumerated a few 
ofthem. I have one other I wish to bring to the attention of the com- 
mittee and interrogate Mr. Dominy concerning. 

As you know, Mr. Dominy, we are in conference, that is, the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, an irrigation district, and the gentleman from 
Colorado, at the present time, over the final disposition of an irriga- 
tion facility in my area. fgets 

[ will ask you this question: After this loan is paid, if it is paid, 
who will own the Mid-State Irrigation District project and its facil- 
ities? ele 

Mr. Dominy. The district will own the project, but the proposal 
that we have recommended here is that the bill be so adjusted so as to 
make certain that all of the beneficial elements of the project will con- 
tinue to flow even after the payment has been made. 

Mr. Aspinati. Let me ask you this: Is it established policy 
wider reclamation law at the present time that a district, once paying 
out its obligation to the Federal Government of moneys advanced to 
it for construction, rehabilitation, and so forth, owns the project ? 

Mr. Dominy. As Mr. Aspinall well knows, the present requirement 
under reclamation law is that the title remains in the United States 
even after payout. 

The Department has reported favorably on legislative proposals 
which would change that law to the extent that, after payout, the 
Secretry could transfer the title to irrigation districts as far as the 
distribution systems are concerned. But that legislation has not as 
yet been enacted. 

Mr. Asprnati. The legislation has not been enacted, and the posi- 
tion of the Department, as I understand it, is that it is purely per- 
missive on the part of the Secretary of the Interior. So we have here 
arather important policy question. 

Does this differ in any way from the policy which is provided 
inthe Small Projects Act ? 

Mr. Dominy. No, sir; this would follow the precedent of the Small 
Projects Act. But, as the chairman has properly called to the atten- 
tion of the committee, this is a project much greater in scope than 
was contemplated under the Small Projects Act, and these kinds of 
considerations do merit special attention. 

Mr. Asprnatt. I do not intend to belabor this question at the pres- 
ent time because it is something we will have to take up later. 

Imight also say that perhaps this is one of the longest departmental 
reports to come before this committee since I have been a member of 
it. It has only arrived this morning and we have not had a chance 
to study it. I have compared it with the report to the Congress on 
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the legislation of the last session of Congress and it varie 
instances. 

I think it might be necessary, Mr. Chairman, that we call My 
Dominy later on. 

Do I understand, Mr. Dominy, that all of the requirements that the 
Bureau of the Budget had in our last session in its report upon the 
bill H.R. 10825 have now been met, so that the only position they take 
at the present time is an outright statement that they think the legis. 
lation should be deferred, and for which they give no explanation 
whatsoever ? 

Mr. Domriny. I think, Mr. Chairman, that there has been consider. 
able progress made in the past year, since the committee considered 
this project, in removing some of the problem areas that were mep- 
tioned both in the departmental report and in the budget report of 
year ago. 

I do understand that the Budget Bureau, consonant with the no- 
new-start policy, while agreeable to the consideration of this bill jn 
the manner in which it is before Congress, does recommend that it 
be deferred because of the fact that the Federal budget requirements 
are such it is their judgment that projects should be not put into the 
pipeline at the moment. 

Mr. Asprnati. As you well know and members of this committee 
well know, this is not an appropriation procedure; this is merely an 
authorization. And as we all well know, there are many projects 
which have been authorized and are stymied at the present time, if I 
may use that word, because of the “no-new-start policy.” This proj- 
ect would be in no different situation than other projects which have 
already been authorized and are awaiting appropriations, and more 
than likely we would be unable to give preferential priority to this, 

I will ask a direct question, and if you are not in position to answer 
it, please say so, because I understand you cannot speak for the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

Is it your understanding that the only objection the Bureau of the 
Budget has at this time to the approval of this legislation is because 
of its no-new-start policy ? 

Mr. Domryy. On April 24, 1959, the Bureau of the Budget sub- 
mitted to the Senate committee, Mr. Chairman, a letter on the Mid- 
State project. Perhaps if I read that into the record it might be help- 
ful in answering these questions. 

Mr. AsprnaL. I would appreciate it. 

Mr. Dominy. The letter is by the Assistant Director for Legislative 
Reference of the Bureau of the Budget to the Senate committee on 
April 24, 1959, and reads as follows: 

My Dear Mr. CuatnMAn: This is in reply to your letter of March 30, 1959, 
requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on S. 1529, a bill to provide for 
Federal cooperation with the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, Ne 
braska, in the construction of the Mid-State project. 

The bill, if enacted, would authorize Federal participation in the proposed 
non-Federal development of the Mid-State project in the form of an interest- 
free loan equal to the portion of the construction costs allocated to flood control, 
fish and wildlife, and recreation. Under the provisions of the bill, the sum of 
the loan and grants could not: exceed $70 million except for adjustments to re 
flect fluctuations in construction costs. 


In essence, the Federal Government would furnish the capital required 
finance the construction of a non-Federal water resources development project 
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under the terms of this legislation. Because of the complex and novel nature 
of the proposed financing arrangement as well as the unusual size of the proposed 

ants and loans to the Mid-State district, the Bureuu of the Budget considers 
that this proposal raises a number of questions of public policy which should 
be given further study. We believe it is particularly important that the extent 
of the Federal interest in the Mid-State project and the implications with respect 
to future undertakings of this kind be fully considered. We have requested 
the views of other concerned Federal agencies on this matter. Until the views 
of these agencies have been received and these questions of public policy have 
peen resolved, the Bureau of the Budget believes that the Federal Government 
should not be committed to participation in the Mid-State project. 

Accordingly, the Bureau of the Budget would recommend that action on the 
pill be deferred. 

The Assistant Director for Legislative Reference of the Bureau of 
the Budget wrote to the Secretary of the Interior on that same date, 
which letter reads as follows: 

My Dear Mr. Secrerary: This is in reply to Assistant Secretary Aandahl’s 
letter of April 22, 1959, transmitting copies of the reports that the Department 
of Interior proposes to present to the chairman of the Senate and House Interior 
and Insular Affairs Committee on S. 1529, H.R. 973, and H.R. 3662, bills to 
provide for Federal cooperation with the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation Dis- 
trict, Nebraska, in the construction of the Mid-State project. 

While there would be no objection to the submission of such reports as you 
deem appropriate, you are advised that the Bureau of the Budget would recom- 
mend that action on these bills be deferred. There is enclosed for your infor- 
mation a copy of our letter to the chairman of the Senate committee expressing 
the views of the Bureau of the Budget on 8. 1529. 


Mr. Asprnauu. In other words, what it boils down to is this: Their 
position is practically the same as it-was a year ago when they sent up 
their report. ‘They do draw attention to the fact that there are policy 
questions, and for the life of me I cannot quite understand why they 
want to determine policy questions because that is congressional re- 
sponsibility. 

But, nevertheless, they are not giving a favorable report on this 
legislation at this time. Of course, sooner or later we are going to 
have to ask them everything they have in mind, I suppose, as to what 
their position really is. 

One of the statements that you made, if I understand it correctly, 
is very important in consideration of this legislation, and that was to 
the effect that power revenues should not be used to repay any other 
allocation except that which is made for irrigation. 

Mr. Dominy. That is right, sir. 

Mr. AsprnaLt. We do not have at the present time a report from 
the Department of Defense, but it is my understanding that the De- 
partment of Defense did not arrive at the figure which the private 
engineers have arrived at for the allocation of flood control; that their 
figure is a great deal less than what the local engineers provide for 
this allocation. Perhaps the same may be said of fish and wildlife be- 
fore we get through. 

If those figures are reduced so that it becomes necessary to repay 
a larger sum of this money, I do not know to what cost it will be allo- 
cated. The allocation to the purpose of irrigation should be a fixed 
allocation—then where will we get that additional sum of money for 
repayment on costs of this project ? 

Mr. Domrny. Any reconsideration of the cost allocated to flood 
control and to fish and wildlife will carry with it, of course, the neces- 
sity to reconsider the allocation to irrigation. It is quite likely that 
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costs allocated to irrigation would be increased somewhat if the 
cost allocated to flood control and fish and wildlife should be reduced 

It is also likely, however, in the case of flood control, that part of 
the recognized flood-control elements should be borne by local interests 

As I understand it, at the moment the ad valorem tax for the 
Mid-State Conservancy District comes to about $18 million during the 
payout period. So we think water revenues from the water users up to 
their ability to pay and the use of the ad valorem tax authority of the 
Mid-State project should be utilized fully before a burden be put 
on the Missouri Basin power revenue. 

Mr. Asprnaty. I can understand that. But if such a development 
does take place, then it would appear that the McGinley bill is about 
the only bill we can work our way on at this time. Is that not right 
because if it is necessary to get more money from the local conserv. 
ancy district—which may be the final decision; I do not know—then 
we are left with no other alternative to take than additional millage, 
whatever it may be, that is allowable for the repayment of those 
allocations? 

Mr. Domrny. In those circumstances, it would seem the only way 
it could be accomplished, Mr. Aspinall, is either to extend the repay- 
ment period or to put the burden on the Missouri River Basin power 
revenues. All we are saying is that we do not want to see the Missouri 
River Basin power revenues utilized to pay costs allocated to cus- 
tomarily nonreimbursable functions. 

Mr. Asprnau. I have no quarrel with that. But how much chance 
do you think we have of increasing the repayment period from a 60- 
year period on up in the present Congress? You do not have to 
answer that. 

Mr. Dominy. I am perfectly willing to answer. I do not think 
it is feasible to expect a repayment period longer than 60 years, and 
I believe the repayment of this project can be worked out within 
60 years with a very reasonable drain on the Missouri River Basin 
power revenue. 

Mr. Asprnatu. That is all. 

Mr. Rocers. It is 11:45, time for the committee to adjourn until 
we want to resume this sitting. The Chair is going to try to get 
consent to sit this afternoon from 1 :30 until 3 :30. 

Can you be with us at that time, Mr. Dominy ? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. If you can, I think we can dispose of your testimony 
and that of several other departments and be able to close this up 
tomorrow on schedule. 

Mr. Harey. Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Rogers. The gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. Harry. I have a question on sitting this afternoon. Of course, 
it is not necessary that I be here, but I just wanted to say that I would 
like to be here when this matter is further discussed, as I understand it 
will be. It is rather short notice and I have a previous commitment 
to go to other committees for this afternoon. 

I offer that as an explanation because I will not be able to be here. 
[ understand you will continue at some future date. 

Mr. Rogers. We want to get this out of the way. I am sorry. 
The Chair did not know until a few minutes ago we would be able 


ae > SS ee ey 


the 


| of 
Sts. 
the 
the 
) to 


put 


ent 
out 
rht, 
rv- 
hen 


co) 


vay 


ay- 
ver 
url 


nce 
60- 
to 
ink 
ind 
hin 
sin 


til 
get 


ony 


uld 
d it 


ent 


ere. 


ry. 
ble 


MID-STATE PROJECT, NEBRASKA 49 


to sit this afternoon. But it is the plan of the chairman to recall the 
Bureau of Reclamation at a later date. 

Mr. Hater. I Le no objection. I merely wanted to offer that 

an explanation. 

Sec. Mr. Chairman, before you adjourn I would like to re- 

nest as many members as possible of the committee who come from 
reclamation States be here this afternoon to follow some of the ques- 
tions I ask Mr. Dominy, because, let me tell you, this project that you 
have before you is going to vitally affect every reclamation project 
that you have in your district. . i 

Mr. Rocers. The committee stands in recess and will resume at 
1:30 this afternoon. 

(Whereupon, at 11:50 a.m., the committee was recessed, to reconvene 
at 1:30 p.m., the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Rogers. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation will 
come to order. 

Mr. Dominy, if you will return to the witness stand. ; 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. 


Saylor. 


STATEMENT OF FLOYD E. DOMINY, ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, ACCOMPANIED BY GEORGE E. TOM- 
LINSON, PROJECT PLANNING STAFF, AND FREDERICK W. GUGEL, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION STAFF—Resumed 


Mr. Sartor. The original information that was published with re- 
gard to this project that came to my attention indicated this was to be 
a 60-year payout period. It was my understanding from your testi- 
mony with regard to H.R. 3662 it is your intention this is not just 
a 60-year payout period, but a 60-year payout period when water is 
delivered. So, in a sense, it is actually about a 70-year payout period, 
rather than a 60-year period. 

Mr. Domrny. ‘The bill, as we understand it, provides for a 70-year 
ayout period by irrigation blocks. Substantially all land within a 
lock would be brought into the project at one time. They would 
have a 60-year period. That is consistent with the manner in which 
we develop projects consistent with the size of this one. For example, 
in the Columbia River Basin project we are developing by blocks and 
the payout period starts with each block when that particular area 
of the project is ready for irrigation. 

Mr. Sartor. That would be true, if this were to be an original 
project, but a great deal of the present land is already under irrigation, 
Is it not? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, but the new facilities required to bring the sup- 
plemental water that is the very essence of this project could not be 
— for the 140,000 acres at one time, so it will be developed in 

ocks, 


Mr. Sartor. The total acreage to be served by this district is more 
than that; it is beyond 500,000 acres, is it not ? 
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Mr. Dominy. The land to be served directly by the Mid-State proj- 
ect is expected to be 140,000 acres. The area over which the Mid-State 
project will reach is many times more than that. It is about a half 
million acres total within the confines of the project, yes. 

But you understand, Mr. Saylor, that in this case some areas of the 
Mid-State project within the boundaries of the conservancy district 
do have good ground water aquifers, and will not need supplementa] 
water. Other areas have inadequate ground water and do need sup- 
plemental water, and there are other areas that do not have good 
enough ground water facilities to even justify irrigation wells that 
will be served by this project. 

Mr. Sartor. As I read this preliminarily, it said there are approxi- 
mately 550,000 acres of land within the Mid-State district. 

Mr. Domrny. Yes, and one reason why the State of Nebraska in this 
area has organized a conservancy district is the recognition that not 
only will the 140,000 acres directly to receive water from the project 
be benefited, but also the other irrigators will be benefited because of 
the lesser drain on the ground water aquifer and all of the businesses 
and related elements of that economy will be benefited. So the con- 
servancy district was organized and does have the taxing authority to 
tax up to a 2 mill levy. 

Mr. Sartor. That will cover all of the land of the 550,000 acres? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, as well as the towns and railroads and the other 
facilities of the area. 

Mr. Saytor. Am I correct in understanding this bill that it will 
start in a sense a new concept of reclamation ? 

Mr. Dominy. It is not new in the sense that it follows the same 
principles embodied in the Small Reclamation Projects Act, but it 
extends that same principle to a larger project. 

Mr. Sartor. The story given to those of us who were here when the 
Small Projects Act was passed was that this was an unusual situation 
and the local areas were these small projects were not. able to handle 
the tremendous overhead that the Bureau of Reclamation had charged 
small projects; therefore, they came into a new category. 

Mr. Dominy. Those were some of the arguments presented in favor 
of the Small Projects Act, as I recall. 

Mr. Sayior. When this project is completed, or is authorized, at the 
end of the payout period not just the distribution features of this 
project, but all of the features of the project will belong to the 
Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, is that correct ? 

Mr. Domriny. As the bill is now drafted, Congressman Saylor, that 
is correct. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Dominy, from the very earliest history of reclama- 
tion and the debate which took place in Congress in 1900 and 1901, as 
far as basic reclamation is concerned, before the basic Reclamation 
Act of 1902 was passed, the arguments advanced for interest-free 
money by the Federal Government to the user of water had a major 
premise that the reason it was being granted was an incentive to 
people to come into the district and to develop this land, but more 
important was that when the project had paid out, the project would 
still belong to the Federal Government. 

And it was thought then and ever since, up until this project has 
been suggested, that it would be an improper charge to charge the 
Federal Government interest to itself. 
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Since this project is going to violate that concept, what basis can 

ou now advance for giving this pars interest-free money / 

Mr. Dominy. While it is absolutely true, Congressman Saylor, as 

ou have outlined, that historically the title to the works reposed in 
the Federal Government in essence, that is perhaps a mixed blessing. 
As long as the title reposes in the United States, there are also 
some obligations on the part of the United States and if the title 

asses over—in this case it would not repose at any time in the United 
Riateo—if we can accomplish under the legislation the same overall 
objective that we have in mind under regular reclamation law, Deeny, 
the expansion of the Nation’s economy through the application o 
water to semiarid areas, and multiple uses, I do not deem it a major 
departure from the principles of reclamation law. 

The Department has proposed some amendments that would make 
certain that even after the project was paid out, the multiple- 
purpose benefits would continue to accrue and it would have to be so 
operated as to make certain that the multiple-purpose benefits con- 
tinued to accrue. If that can be accomplished without the title to the 
works, I do not consider that a serious departure from the general 
principles of reclamation. 

Mr. Savior. Mr. Dominy, maybe you do not, but Ido. And I can 
say to you in all sincerity that if these other Members of Congress who 
come from other districts sit by and watch a project like this go 
through they had better get busy and get a bill in to deprive you and 
your Department of the title of all the reclamation projects in their 
district. 

The fact of the matter is, during the lunch hour, I spoke to a group 
at the table who happened to be both Democrats and Republicans and 
commented on this and with one accord they said if that gets through, 
let us know, so we can get a bill in to make sure the people out in our 
district own theirs. 

Mr. Domrny. I think the point is a significant one and I would like 
to take as an example the Yakima project in the State of Washington, 
it having been built as a Federal project, both for the storage and for 
the distribution systems. 

Now part of that project—various divisions of that project—have 
already repaid in full the Federal obligation under their respective 
contracts. Others will be paying it out very quickly. Now what 
advantage is to be gained through the retention into the future of 
the title to those works, I assume that any legislation that would 
be considered and passed that would pass title to the individual dis- 
trict would certainly require, as we are proposing here with Mid- 
State, that the project continue to be operated for the multiple pur- 
pose benefits for which it was constructed with Federal interest-free 
money. If that is done, I certainly would not find a legitimate base 
to oppose the granting of the title to the individual district. 

Mr. Sisk. Would my colleague yield ? 

Mr. Sartor. In just 1 minute. Mr. Dominy, neither you nor your 
predecessors have ever come before this committee at any time and 
ever suggested such a phenomenal thing before. As far as they have 
ever gone is to suggest that the Secretary be given discretionary 
power to give to the respective districts their distribution systems. 

Mr. Dominy. That is correct, sir. 
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Mr. Sartor. And many of the distribution systems in reclamation 
an throughout the length and breadth of the land were byij 

y the respective districts themselves, and that is the reason that the 
Secretary in his report has made the suggestion that it be made 
uniform. 

Mr. Domriny. I think on the major projects, where power and 
flood control and other multiple purposes are inherent and closely 
interconnected parts of the project, that it would not be wise to trang. 
fer title to the districts for the major structures, the storage dams and 
the powerplants and those elements. But projects like the Mid-State 
where the dam is strictly for flood control, fish and wildlife, and irri. 
gation benefits, the power features are being proposed as part of 
the district’s construction, I would consider in a little different cate. 
gory. If we can assure that even after payout the reclamation pur. 
poses continued to be served, including all of the multiple-use pur. 
poses, it would not be a serious departure from precedent. 

Mr. Saytor. Then what you are trying to tell this committee by 
your testimony is that, if any district is smart enough that they can 
get their power from some other plants, they can install the power 
features in their own projects but do not use them, yet find some 
other source of power, where they are short of the power, or long 
of it, and when the payout period is over, they can start operating 
their power features and use that revenue for whatever purpose they 
see fit. That is what you are coming before the committee and 
recommending. 

Mr. Domrny. In this case, the penstocks and certain basic features 
would be provided in the dams as part of the loan, and under the bill, 
if modified as the department recommended, interest would be charged 
on those power components during construction and during the inter- 
vening years before they were put to use. Then, the actual power- 
plants themselves would be constructed by the district with whatever 
financing they could arrange, other than from the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. Sartor. Now you have suggested in your report here, that a 
portion of this cost beyond the ability of the irrigator to pay would 
be paid out of the Missouri Basin Power Pool. Is that correct? 

Mr. Domriny. That is correct. And also we have suggested that, if 
that is done and if the district builds the powerplants, the revenues 
from the powerplants be called upon to return whatever assistance 
had been granted from the Missouri Basin Power Pool. We think 
that is consistent because in this instance, if the a were 
built, if this whole thing were to be built by the Federal Government 
and the plants put in as part of the Missouri Basin system, then the 
revenues would be available. 

Mr. Saytor. That is the thing that bothers me. If this were built 
by the Federal Government and you put these penstocks in and used 
them, there would be the ability right within this project, but to assist 
in supplying the people of South Dakota and some other places in 
that area that at certain seasons of the year find themselves short of 
power. 

Mr. Domrny. That is true, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. Under the project as suggested, when this is paid out 
this district is going to have a young gold mine right in its own back- 
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ard with no obligations to anybody, and yet they are calling upon 
other people in the district to help them pay their bills. I cannot 
understand how you can come up here and ask this committee to 
approve that kind of legislation. : } a 

We have members of this committee who come from districts on 
this river, in other parts of it, and their districts are being called upon 
tocontribute and help to pay for a major portion of this project. But 
the installation that is being made in this project is not going to help 
the people in these other districts pay for anything. ‘That is going to 
be in their own pockets. ‘To me, it is just unconscionable. 

Mr. Dominy. Your reference to the other districts helping pay this 
is tied directly to the fact that the power revenues from the whole 
Missouri River Basin would be available here. 

Mr. Saytor. That is right. No individual district is concerned, but 
the power pool of the Missouri Basin is being tapped to pay for this. 
That we have precedent for. But the precedent says that if you 
add any feature that has power, that all goes into the power pool. 

What you are doing is asking that this project get a portion of the 
Missouri Basin Power Pool to help pay the irrigators beyond their 
ability to pay. ‘That nobody can object to. But once it is paid for, 
they are not going to be called upon to help anybody else. : 

Mr. Dominy. I have several comments to make in connection with 
that statement, Congressman Saylor, where this differs considerably 
from the normal Missouri Basin project unit in the manner in which 
it is proposed for development. ; sega fi 

No. 1, substantial funds have been contributed by the district itself 
for the planning of this project. Under the normal process, as part 
of the Missouri River Basin, those funds would be Federal funds and 
would be repaid without interest, if the project were to be built. 

Secondly, the power features of this project are not definitely known 
and considered now to be so beneficial and desirable as to guarantee a 
substantial return. It is felt that they will be a profitable enterprise 
and may want to be added at some future time. And it is good judg- 
ment to provide that they can be added. 

Thirdly 

Mr. Sartor. Right on that point, let us not get too far. You cannot 
take part of this report and use it when it suits us and throw the rest 
out. Because this project states the reason they want this is that they 
estimate they are going to be able to produce power at 6 mills and that 
is cheaper than they get anywhere else and, therefore, they want to 
have it. If that is the case, your argument falls by this report which 
you are relying upon and which was created by somebody else. 

Mr. Dominy. I was referring specifically to the power as a desir- 
able element were this to be built as a Federal project. We are selling 
our power at 514 mills and if we were to build the Mid-State project 
and incorporate it into the Missouri Basin system, it is somewhat 
questionable whether these power units would be a desirable addition 
toour Missouri River Basin power features, at this time. 

Mr. Sartor. We have had a Congressman appear this morning who 
said he had been associated with those power features out there for 
a good many years and he said he probably had perpetual motion 
found out there in Nebraska. If that is that good, I want to tell you 
Iknow a lot of other areas that would like to have it. 
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Mr. Domrny. I feel confident the power features will be developed 
at some time. 

If we were to develop the — at the moment as part of the 
Missouri River Basin project, however, the power would not look too 
attractive. We, too, would want to put the penstocks in and provide 
for the addition of the power production at such time as it did look 
to be advantageous. 

My third point I wanted to comment on 

Mr. Sayvor. I will let you get to your third point. But do you 
mean to tell me we can look forward, under your administration, as 
the Director of the Bureau of Reclamation, that we are not going to 
install power features unless they pay for themselves, unless they are 
independently self-sustaining ? 

Mr. Dominy. No, sir; we will continue in some instances to recom. 
mend the addition of a power feature to an existing project that js 
more costly in and of itself than the overall rate might justify if, 
when it is incorporated into the whole system, the total is stil] ad. 
vantageous. 

Now my third point that I do want to make—— 

Mr. Sartor. Go ahead. 

Mr. Domrny. In the case of the Nebraska Mid-State, this bill does 
not specifically and unequivocally commit a positive amount of Mis. 
souri Basin power revenue to their assistance. It does, however, give 
them insurance that if the costs and the payout require some addi- 
tional help outside of their own resources, that it will be available, 

Under our estimates it would certainly not run more than 10 or 15 
percent of the irrigation allocation, which would make this by far the 
best unit, as far as the requirement of subsidy or assistance from the 
Missouri Basin power revenues of any that has been constructed or is 
being planned. 

Mr. Sartor. Would that 10 or 15 percent, Mr. Dominy, be taken 
on the basis of figures in Mid-State’s report ? 

Mr. Dominy. I was basing that on the cost estimates as presented 
by the Bureau of Reclamation, which are somewhat higher than the 
cost estimates of the Mid-State report. It may be that Mid-State 
will ultimately build this project at the cost they have estimated. I 
certainly do not consider that the engineers in the Bureau of Reela- 
mation and the engineers of the Mid-State project are very far out of 
line on cost estimates now, because on a project of this size, were it to 
be bid by competent general contractors, the bids would be far wider 
apart than are the estimates now between the Bureau of Reclamation 
and Mid-State engineers. A 10 percent variation in overall costs on 
a project to serve 140,000 acres is not a very wide departure in cost 
estimate. 

Mr. Sartor. Another question I can find no answer to in this 
report, Mr. Dominy, is this: Whether anybody can tell us what the 
excess of power is in the Missouri Basin pool, if any. 

Mr. Domtny. We prepare annually an analysis of the payout of 
the Missouri River Basin. Our last report indicated that under the 
provisions of the 1944 Flood Control Act, taking into account those 
units already constructed and those under construction and those 
programs and the timing of that development, that we are still 
within the limits as authorized for the payout of the Missouri River 
Basin. 
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I. for one, would welcome in the Missouri River Basin a require- 
went similar to that which Congress = upon us in the authoriza- 
tion of the Colorado River Storage roject Act, which requires an- 
nually an accounting of the project expenditures and revenues and 
limits us to the inclusion of a participating unit or project until we 
have demonstrated conclusively that we are within the limitation of 
payout as authorized. 

ecause, as a matter of fact, that is substantially the process we 
go through in the Missouri River Basin without a specific require- 
ment from Congress. , sgt hs 

To continue, the economic analysis of the authorized Missouri 
River Basin project, dated December 1958, which included all com- 
pleted units, those under construction and those scheduled for con- 
struction in the foreseeable future, indicates that commercial power 
costs will be fully paid out about 22 years after the last power in- 
stallation goes into service. Thereafter application of net power 
revenues to the retirement of the irrigation cost allocation beyond the 
ability to pay, would result in the complete repayment in the year 
9097, about 71 years after the last_ block of irrigated land goes into 
service. During the period following repayment, commercial power 
revenues in the magnitude of $32 million annually would be avail- 
able to meet irrigation costs. If the Mid-State project was a normal 
Missouri Basin unit, the irrigation costs beyond the ability of the 
water users to repay would be repaid from power revenues in the 
same manner as all other such units. In the absence of legislative 
direction to the contrary, under H.R. 3662, the present bill being con- 
sidered, power revenues would be available to provide financial as- 
sistance to the Mid-State project as well as to the units of the author- 
ized Missouri River Basin project beginning in the year 2023. 

Mr. Saytor. That is about 63 years from now. 

Mr. Dominy. Yes. That is after the power has paid out all of its 
allocations with interest. 

Mr. Sartor. In other words, it is going to be 63 years from now 
and this project is supposed to be paid out in 60 years. 

Mr. Dominy. The project would be paid out, Mr. Saylor, in 60 
years after completion of each irrigation block. So, if it were 
authorized in the present Congress and constructed over a period of 
about 7 years, which is estimated to be the construction period, it 
would fall just about in line; by the time they were in need of some 

wer revenue assistance, it would be available under the Missouri 

asin payout schedule. 

Mr. Sartor. At the bottom of page 4 and the top of page 5, of the 
Department’s report, you call attention to one of the main differences 
between the district’s report and the Bureau of Reclamation project 
which has to do with the cost estimates for drainage facilities and canal 
lining. Then you describe what you would suggest, if these facilities 
were built by the Federal Government, calling attention to the fact 
that the requirements for many of the features will not be known until 
some years after the basic project is constructed. 

_ If that is the case, Mr. rate why then could not that charge be 
included in operation and maintenance rather as a construction charge? 

Mr. Domrny. Congressman Saylor, after some 57 years of experi- 
ence in the reclamation field, the Bureau of Reclamation considered 
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that the provision for drainage should be part of the capitalized cog 
of the project, that if it is left to the O. & M. assessments, inevitably 
the drains will not be put in to the size and scale or at the proper 
time to prevent a serious detrimental effect on the project. 

In this case, it is a matter of judgment, that we believe the ultimate 
drainage requirements to be somewhat greater than are provided for 
in the Mid-State estimates and that makes up a significant part of the 
difference in the $81 million plus cost we estimate as compared to the 
Mid-State estimate. 

We would certainly argue strongly in favor of drains being built ag 
part of the capitalized cost of the distribution and drainage works 
rather than to be deferred for construction as part of an O, & M 
assessment. 

Mr. Saytor. In view of the testimony which we have heard this 
morning, when you were in the room, that there will be called upon 
for payment of this project, first the ability of the water users to the 
full extent of their ability to pay and then an ad valorem tax up to 
3 mills, whereas they have a 50 percent cushion in that ad valorem tax 
according to their present estimate, why should not that item be taken 
care of by that 50 percent inclusion in the ad valorem tax? 

Mr. Domrny. I would like to correct one impression that I think hag 
been, perhaps, erroneously established here, thus far in the hearin 
As I understand it, under the Nebraska Mid-State charter from the 
State legislature, they can assess 2 mills and can only assess the third 
mill in case of a delinquency in their obligation. So they cannot arbi- 
trarily assess 3 mills, unless they have a contract with the Federal 
Government, or some other legitimate obligation which cannot be met 
within their water sales or their 2-mill levy. Then they could assess 
the third mill, to be sure. 

I would not want to quarrel with the general premise, the view of a 
witness this morning, that, perhaps, this project could be built some- 
what cheaper. The effort here, in the estimates that the Mid-State’s 
competent engineering consultants have used and the estimates that 
the Bureau of Reclamation have used, is to try to get a project wherein 
the capital investment together with the annual costs of operation will 
be cheaper than one that you might build with less small costs, but if 
you do, the annual O. & M. would be greater. In every case we try 
to get a proper balance between a permanent, more costly construction 
that will last the life of the project payout period with less demand 
on the water users for current annual operation and maintenance costs. 
And that is our engineering and economic objective in every one of 
these projects. 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask unanimous consent 
we have either our own counsel or counsel for the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion and the counsel for the Mid-State Reclamation District submit 
a legal brief on the point just covered by Mr. Dominy with regard to 
the ability of district to levy up to a 3-mill tax. 

Mr. Rocers. Is there an objection to the unanimous-consent request ! 

The Chair hears none and it is so ordered. 

(Nore.—The document referred to appears on p. 125.) 

If the counsel for the committee will confer with the other persons 
toward obtaining that information and preparing that brief, we will 
appreciate it. 
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Mr. Sartor. I think you made the statement, Mr. Dominy, during 
your remarks on the Department report, that this district was faced 
with one of two alternatives : Either to increase the payments or 
extend the repayment period if they got into any financial difficulty 
at all. Have you made any study of this feature as to whether or 
not the reports and the supplemental reports that have been made 
would lead you to believe that they could pay out this amount of 
money Within the time specified in this bill without increasing the 
repayment period ¢ 

Mir. Dominy. From our economic analysis of this project, we have 
no question but what they can pay out on the schedule that they have 
included in their report, if the project can be built within the esti- 
mates predicted. i 

If it is higher than that, we think they will need some Missouri 
Basin power revenue assistance or an extension of the payout period. 

Mr. Sartor. And any availability of Missouri Basin power then 
would come beyond the year 2023, if this project costs more than the 
original estimate. 

Mr. Dominy. Yes; we will have according to the December 1958 
economic analysis about $32 million a year of revenues starting in 


Mr. Sartor. Thank you, Mr. Dominy. I just might say, however, 
as the new Director of the Bureau of Reclamation, I would view this 
project with alarm, and I will tell you why. 

ou and your predecessors have been in business for 57 years. 
You have never built a project within your original estimated costs 
yet. And if this project is authorized, and the people of Nebraska 
do, I want to tell you it will be no star on your horizon, it will be an 
awful blot upon your escutcheon. 

Mr. Domrny. Mr. Chairman, I would like to assure Mr. Saylor 
that he is in error when he says we have never built any project 
within the original cost estimates. There have been one or two that 
we have built within the original cost estimates. Furthermore, 
certain] y—— 

Mr. Sartor. The only one that has ever been referred to was called 
Hungry Horse and we found out you had to cut out about half of 
the project to get even close to the estimate. 

They admit they would not have been able to do it without that. 

Mr. Dominy. I can place in the record the names of several proj- 
ects that were built within the original estimate. I do want to say 
in all honesty—and the Congressman recognizes this—as long as we 
have a trend line of increasing costs and we have to identify these 
estimates at a given period of time, if there is a normal escalation by 
rising labor and materials costs, the project certainly will cost more. 
If we can tie it back and stay within the rising cost indexes, I think 
we will be doing very well and certainly we will attempt to do that. 

Mr. Rogers. The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from Idaho, 
Mrs. Pfost. 

Mrs. Prost. I yield to the gentleman from California, who I under- 
stand has another committee meeting coming up very shortly. 


Mr. Sisk. I appreciate the courtesy of the gentlewoman from Idaho, 
Mr. Chairman. 
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I might say, Mr. Dominy, that I feel very sympathetic towards the 
project because basically, I am strongly for reclamation. However, 
it does have some implications which I am quite concerned with, | 
want to ask you this one question briefly: Is 1t not your opinion tha 
in the establishing of a precedent here with reference to turning oyey 
title on a project, that is a question we should settle as a separate iggye 
in a separate bill rather than to load it as a burden on the back of 
a given project to carry through what to me is new policy. 

r. Dominy. It is a new policy in a sense. Although, as I said g 
moment ago, that is what we do under the Small Projects Act, ang 
that is what we did under the Mercedes project in Texas, 

Mr. Sisk. I appreciate that. I am sure that you will agree with 
me that a precedent of this nature—and I would hesitate to a 
that we established that precedent in the Small Projects Act. Hay. 
ing been involved in that debate, I know this is, of course, not con- 
sidered a small project. Therefore, it is my understanding the intent 
of Congress was rather well spelled out in the report and in the debate 
and in the discussion that we were not establishing that as a precedent 
for a major reclamation project. 

My only feeling is, as 1 started to say, I am sure the gentleman js 
aware of the problems that could accrue to those of us in California 
on this type of a precedent, because I can visualize immediately some 
very substantial happenings. 

I hasten to say that I am not necessarily taking a position in oppo- 
sition. I have had some question for a long time as to the desirability 
of turning over these projects, within the bounds of reason, to districts 
when they have paid out. I am not here stating a position irrevocably 
on that issue. But it does seem to me it is weighting down the people 
who are going to have to carry the ball on this project with a pretty 
substantial burden, and if that is something that could be handled in 
a separate bill as a policy matter, that would let Congress decide, once 
and for all, for all reclamation whether or not we want to take that 
as policy. 

That is the one point I want you to speak on. 

Mr. Domrny. I am sure the committee will want to go into that 
in some detail with the Mid-State witnesses. Certainly we would not 
be here from the Department endorsing this project if it did not 
embody acreage limitations and multiple-use very much along the 
same concept. As a matter of fact, the acreage limitation in this bill 
as now drafted is tighter than under the regular reclamation law in 
that this does not even provide for recordable contracts. 

Mr. Sisk. I know it actually goes beyond the normal acreage require- 
ments. I can appreciate that. 

There is one other thing: This bill, as I understand it, proposes a 
loan by the Federal Government, interest free, to the district and to 
let the district do the construction. 

Mr. Domriny. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sisk. I wish you would compare that to a proposed bill we had 
before this committee a year or so ago on a particular project I am 
interested in and which I am sure the gentleman is familiar with, 
and that is the San Luis project. 

If the gentleman will recall, we had a bill by one of my colleagues 
which proposed an outright loan of some several hundred million 
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dollars to the State of California, and the Bureau would not construct 
but would Joan them interest-free money. I am curious to know if 
there is an analogy to be drawn here. ; ' 

Mr. Dominy. I think a major difference between this proposal, in 

rinciple, and the proposal that Congressman Sisk refers to, is that 
under the project visualized by the California on they would still 
have had to look to the Central Vally project of California for the 
basic water supply; whereas this project is a complete and integral 
project n and of itself, providing its own water supply. 

Mr. Sisk. I appreciate very much the gentlewoman from Idaho 
yielding to me. , 

Mrs. Prost. I would like to ask Mr. Dominy what his reeommenda- 
tion is with regard to the application of the acreage limitation law. 

Mr. Dominy. The only suggestion that we have made in the official 
report of the Department is to make a little clearer in the bill the 
manner of enforcement of the provision contained herein. We pointed 
out that the provision would not permit the delivery of water to land 
in excess of specified acreage, as is done under regular reclamation 
law, if they signed a recordable contract to dispose of the excess 
after 10 years. 

In this instance, from the very inception of the project, delivery of 
water to the district would be limited to delivering to one individual 
for not more than 160 acres. That would mean that any landowner 
who owned more than that would have to designate the 160 acres on 
which he is to supply the water, and no additional water above that 
would be made available to him. 

So this is, in essence, a tighter restriction; it is more in line with 
the Columbia Basin project restriction than it is in line with the 
normal reclamation limitations. 

We have no opposition to that but would suggest that the bill be a 
little clearer as to a means of enforcement of the 160-acre limitation. 

Mrs. Prost. Since this construction will be by the local irrigation 
district, Federal reclamation law does not apply in this instance, 
does it ? 

Mr. Dominy. No, it would not apply; and this bill would have to 
be explicit as to whatever alternatives the Congress wants to have 
applicable in the instant case. 

Mrs. Prost. In other words, is this committee desires to have the 
160-acre limitation apply, it must be written in the bill because the 
Federal reclamation law would not apply. 

Mr. Dominy. That is correct. 

Mrs. Prosr. Just one other question: What is your justification 
for calling upon the Missouri River Basin Power Pool to assist in 
the payment of the project. 

Mr. Dominy. We have here a circumstance that differs substan- 
tially from others that have been before the committee where the 
Department had recommended against calling upon the Missouri River 

asin power revenues for assistance. In this case, we recognize, Con- 
gresswoman Pfost, that the lands embodied within the Nebraska Mid- 
State eet were authorized for development as part of the Missouri 
River Basin project. We are now in possession of a project authoriza- 
tion from Congress in the 1944 Flood Control Act which would author- 
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ize us to build and serve these same lands as part of the Misgoyy; 
River Basin. 

Now contrast the manner in which this project has been develo 
with a normal Missouri River Basin project unit. In the case of the 
normal Missouri River Basin project unit we would have spent Fed. 
eral money to investigate it. In this case, the district, through their 
ad valorem tax, raised their own money through their own assessments 
and have financed their own development. 

In the case of a normal Missouri River Basin unit, we have been 
putting in as high as 70 and 80 percent power revenue assistance to 
repay the irrigation cost allocation. In this case we are recommend. 
ing that only the cost beyond their ability to pay in 60 years, including 
that which they can raise from their ad valorem assessment, be avail. 
able, and we estimate that would not be over 10 or 15 percent of the 
irrigation allocation even under the cost estimates of the Bureau, 

So, because of that background of authorization history, we fee] 
that this is a special situation and that in all equity the district and 
the farmers served within this area are entitled to the same considers. 
tion for power revenue assistance as though the Federal Government 
had actually built the system rather than provide the loan for the 
construction. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you, Mr. Dominy, and thank you, Mr. Chairman, 
That is all. 

Mr. Rocers. The gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Chenoweth. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. I want to join my colleagues in congratulating 
you on your appointment as Commissioner of Reclamation, Mr, 

ominy. 

Mr. Domrny. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. CuenowetH. I am sure every friend of reclamation in this 
country will be very happy to see you appointed to this very in- 
portant position. 

Mr. Domrny. I appreciate that. 

Mr. Cuenowetnu. I know reclamation is going to prosper under 
your very able administration, and I am very happy to see you in 
this office. 

I also want to say a word about George Tomlinson, your associate. 
It was with keen regret that I heard he is leaving the Bureau. 

Mr. Dominy. We share that regret. We are going to miss him. 

Mr. CuEenoweru. Over the years it has been a great pleasure to work 
with him. I refer particularly to the Fryingpan-Arkansas project 
which I have been sponsoring and to which he has devoted so much 
of his time. I know everyone interested in that project will join me 
in expressing sincere appreciation for the time and effort, he has given 
the project. It is a real loss to the Bureau of Reclamation that he is 
leaving your service. 

Mr. Domriny. He is going to a broader opportunity to serve ina 
field in which he is broadly qualified. We are wishing him Godspeed, 
but we are going to miss him. 

Mr. Cuenowern. I am sure you are. 

Mr. Dominy, this is a little different than the ordinary reclamation 
project which you usually propose. It is a different type of project 
and the features are substantially different. I refer to the matter of 
the loan feature, for instance. Is the Bureau of Reclamation estab- 
lishing a precedent in making a loan of this type ? 


ssourj 


lo 

of the 
, Fed. 
their 
ments 


> been 
nee to 
mend- 
uding 
avail. 
of the 
au, 

re feel 
ct and 
3idera- 
nment 
or the 


ilating 
n, Mr, 


in this 
ry im- 


- under 
you in 


sociate, 


him. 

to work 
project 
O much 
join me 
is given 
at, he is 


amation 

project 
atter of 
n estab- 


ee 
I 


SS 
EN 


MID-STATE PROJECT, NEBRASKA 61 


Mr. Dominy. It would be precedentmaking in that this would be 
the largest ee handled in this type of a partnership arrange- 
ment. It does not differ significantly from the Mercedes project in 
Texas or the small projects. we 

Mr. CHENoweETH. How biga project isthe Mercedes? __ 

Mr. Dominy. I think it was around a $10 million loan involved as 
compared to something between $45 million and $50 million here. 

Mr. CuenowetuH. I had the impression the Bureau did not make 
loans for projects of this type. I recall the City of Denver some years 
ago was interested in obtaining such a loan. I believe at that time 
they were advised that loans were not available for this purpose. 

I did not know the Bureau was making loans of this type. 

Mr. Dominy. This is precedent making to that extent. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. Do you have any other projects pending where 
the same principle would appy ? 

Mr. Dominy. No, sir. But we do not believe that we would be 
justified in opposing this development merely because it is to be con- 
structed by private enterprise through their own resources and engi- 
neering. They formed a conservancy district and have raised siz- 
able sums to plan the project, and as long as we are satisfied and all 
of our technicians are satisfied that the standards of engineering and 
the economic analyses are fully consistent with those that would have 
been applicable were it to be constructed by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion for the Federal Government as part of the Missouri River Basin, 
we just do not see that the mere fact of who does the physical con- 
struction should be controlling. It is still going to serve the same 
purpose, the same desirable natural resource development function 
that would have resulted had we built it. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. Let me state that I have been very favorably in- 
clined toward the project. I attended the hearings at Grand Island 
some years ago when we heard the details of the project. I have been 
impressed with the diligence manifested by the people in obtaining 
a project. 

It is not possible for you, then, to work out a normal reclamation 
project in this situation; it would have to be done by the loan feature 
ornotatall. Isthat right ? 

Mr. Dominy. Oh, no; this could have been done and could still be 
done as a feature of the Missouri River Basin project and built by 
the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. What is the advantage of the loan procedure? 

Mr. Domrivy. If Congress and the local people wanted to proceed 
in that fashion, that could be done. 

The advantages to the loan program, as I view it under the pro- 
cedure outlined in this bill, largely falls on the taxpayer of the Na- 
tion as contrasted to the advantages to the local people. Because, in 
effect, we are going to have a tighter acreage restriction that we would 
have under reclamation law. Their repayment characteristics are 
going to be fully as onerous, if not more so, than if it were to be built 
by the Reclamation Bureau. The only advantage I can see might be 
in connection with the disposition of the power revenues, that they 
may be able to get greater return from the power potential out of 
this project, building it themselves as part of the project, than were it 
to be built as a Federal undertaking. 
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Mr. CuEenowetu. Is it the general thinking in the Bureau of Rega. 
mation that title to these projects should revert to the local district 
on completion and on repayment of the Federal funds? 

Mr. Domriny. The only official report we have made is confined tg 
the distribution systems of a project, and the Department has indi. 
cated we would have no objection to the Congress placing the ay. 
thority in the Secretary to transfer title to distribution system works 
to the irrigation district when the repayment had been made by the 
district. 

Mr. Cuenowetu, Do you think, in future projects, we are going to 
have this feature incorporated and that the title will revert to the 
local district? Are you setting a precedent here or is this something 
special ? 

Mr. Domrny. I doubt if it would be written into future project 
authorizations that upon payout the title will pass. In this instance 
the title is never in the Federal Government under this bill. ' 

Mr. Cuenowetu. You feel satisfied, do you, Mr. Dominy, that this 
approach is the most desirable from all standpoints, including the best 
interests of the Federal Government, the local district, and the gen- 
eral reclamation program ? 

Mr. Domrny. I think it would be much simpler from the irrigation 
conservancy district point of view if the title question is disposed 
of as recommended in the bill. If the committee, on the other hand, 
decides that title should rest in the United States, I do not believe 
that would be an insurmountable issue. But I would prefer that you 
direct that question to the Mid-State experts who will be testifying, 

Mr. Cuenowetu. Thank you very much, Mr. Dominy. I appre. 
ciate your observation on this important feature of the project. 

Mr. Sartor. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Cuenowetu. Yes, I yield. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Dominy, following the question Mrs. Pfost asked 
you with regard to the 160-acre limitation and you said this was a 
stricter limitation than if the Department itself were to build this 
project, do you mean to say the Department does not try to enforce 
the 160-acre limitation ? 

Mr. Domriny. No, sir, Mr. Saylor; you have misquoted me. I said 
the restriction here was more restrictive than was true under recla- 
mation law, because here the man is definitely limited to water for 
160 acres and he could not get water for more than that even under 
recordable contract by agreeing to dispose, which is true under gen- 
eral reclamation law. 

Mr. Sartor. The provision is in this bill that if they do not enforce 
the provision the Bureau can take over and operate the project? 

Mr. Dominy. We have recommended that the bill be amended to 
give us that authority so we would have a little club behind enforce- 
ment of the provision. 

Mr. Sartor. Thank you. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. I have one other question, Mr. Chairman. 

In case you were proceeding under the regular procedure for 
reclamation projects, and we would authorize $70 million for this 
project, how would that amount be divided between irrigation, flood 
control, fish and wildlife and recreation ? 
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Mr. Dominy. The bill provides authority in the Secretary of the 
Interior to make a final allocation for the various purposes. At the 
moment, based on a project cost of $81,467,000 

Mr. CoenowetH. How much? 

Mr. Dominy. $81,467,000 is the estimate of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion. Based on that, irrigation would have a cost allocation of about 
$50,596,500; flood control, $18,207,500; fish and wildlife, $12,500,000; 
recreation, $163,000. 

Mr. CuenoweTH. There was some discussion this morning about the 
flood control allocation. If that allocation should be materially 
changed, would it affect the feasibility of the project ? 

Mr. Dominy. I would like Mr. Tomlinson to comment on that, sir. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. All right. 

Mr. Tomuinson. First, I would like to say I appreciate very much 
the kind words you said about me personally. 

Mr. CuEenowETH. They are very sincere, I assure you. 

Mr. Tomutnson. Thank you. 

Naturally, whenever you change the characteristics of any one 
function, either physically or financially, the other functions will be 
changed somewhat in reverse proportion. If the flood control allo- 
cation were to be reduced $5 or $6 million, you would have to throw 
all the statistics back into the allocation machinery and reallocate the 
entire project, with the result that the other functions would pick u 
varying amounts of that $5 or $6 million which had to be reallocated. 

Since irrigation was the larger, it is only reasonable to assume it 
would pick up the major portion of that $5 or $6 million, although 
there are certain limitations in the allocation process which does not 
necessarily assign costs in a straight-line proportion. Generally 
speaking, I would say the major portion of that $5 or $6 million 
would be picked up by the irrigation function, although the other 
functions might be somewhat increased also. 

Mr. CHeNOoweTH. Could irrigation assume another $5 million with- 
out affecting the feasibility of the project? 

Mr. Dominy. Without affecting the feasibility, yes; but it might 
require a little greater assistance from Missouri Basin power revenues. 

Mr. CuenowerH. Would it be a longer payout period ¢ 

Mr. Dominy. No, sir; it would be a little more revenue assistance 
from the Missouri Basin pool account. But we think the 60-year 
repayment period could still be complied with. 

Mr. Cuenowern. You do not think the shift in the flood control 
allocation would make any material change ? 

Mr. Dominy. Not to the extent of making the project infeasible 
from an economic analysis and repayment point of view. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. That isall. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rocers. The gentleman from Oregon, Mr. Ullman. 

Mr. Uttman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

First, congratulations, Mr. Dominy. I want to commend you for 
vour statement and the Department’s report. We did not have it 

fore us this morning, and it is going to require considerable study 
because it involves a lot of complicated matters, as you well know. 

You know you came before us 2 or 3 weeks ago and I warned you 
to look out for the Californians being pretty tough bargainers. I 
am sorry the gentleman from California is not here. I would doubly 
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caution you now to look out for the Nebraskans because they seem 
to be a lot better at the bargaining table than the Californians, 

Mr. Domrny. Of course I am a Nebraskan, and, having lived ther 
the first 19 years of my life, I am well acquainted with the difficulty 
it is to get along with the Nebraskans. 

Mr. Uximan. In these two instances, we seem to have something 
new, and that is legislation via the right of contract refusal. 

This is a general bill, very general, and in the case of the Cali. 
fornia legislation, San Luis, it was quite general. It involves yoy 
and the Department working out contracts with the water users jp. 
volving some rather basic reclamation matters, rather basic reclama. 
tion principles, and then coming back via a contract and placing jt 
before the committee and giving us 60 or 90 days in which to review 
and refuse it if we wish. Is that not true? 

Mr. Domriny. Well, basically, Congressman Ullman, this is follow. 
ing the Small Projects Act formula in that regard. I do not consider 
that this bill as drafted gives us very significant leeway to adjust basic 

olicies. I think the basic policies are going to be established in the 
bill itself. But it does require in the Secretary the making of final allo. 
cation and of reaching final agreement in reaching repayment con- 
tracts on a number of points. That is true. And it would give the 
Congress a final position to agree or disagree on the products that 
resulted from those negotiations following enactment of the legis. 
lation. 

Mr. Ututman. When we passed the Small Projects Act I did not feel 
these certain basic principles we were setting up there as being a pat- 
tern to expand to the larger reclamation projects. 

It is true in the case of contract refusal, and also true in the case of 
private engineering, which is obviously involved here, to carry this 
concept of private engineering to its ultimate, you well recognize you 
would be pretty well out of business in the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Domtiny. Well, this does not concern me. I believe that the 
need for water resource development in the 17 Western States is of 
such great significance that, with all of the work we can do in the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation, there is room for partnership approaches and 
loan programs such as embodied here. 

Mr. Sartor. Will the gentleman yield for an observation ? 

Mr. Utiman. Yes, certainly, I will yield. 

Mr. Sartor. I think your observation could be a warning to the 
other members of this committee. Regardless of what we do, regard- 
less of what we put in our report, it is taken as a precedent down- 
town, and believe me, they expand it into concepts that Congress 
never thought of. 

Mr. Utiman. Getting back to the concept of private engineering, 
have you closely followed the engineering in the report ? 

Mr. Domrny. Yes, indeed. This report that is embodied in the 
draft that is available now has been long in the making, and at every 
step of the process, the experts of the Bureau of Reclamation have 
been consulted and have insisted on certain additions and certain 
checks on the detailed engineering involved. ' 

Mr. Utiman. To what extent did the Bureau originate the eng 
neering in the report ? 





here 
culty 


hing 


Cali- 

you 
$ in- 
ama- 
ng it 
Vlew 


to the 
egard- 
down- 


gress 


eering, 


in the | 


t every 
mn have 
certain 


6 engi: 


MID-STATE PROJECT, NEBRASKA 65 


Mr. Dominy. We did not actually originate the engineering in 
this report. We have been consulted at frequent intervals and sug- 
tions have been made, and the knowledge and technical data from 
our own projects, and, from our engineering laboratory, has been 
made available to the engineering experts employed by the Mid-State 
le. Jk , 
r, Utiman. If the project is approved, what will be your role as 
supervisor for construction ? Sek 
_Dominy. The Bureau’s role under this bill would be that of the 
Joan agency to make certain that the project is built in accordance 
with sound engineering standards and economic principles, so that 
the repayments can be assured over the repayment period. 

We would do such engineering inspection as necessary to assure 
that the construction is being done in accordance with the plan. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Are not those supervisory duties that you are going 
to perform in this instance normally included in the reimbursable 
part of reclamation projects 4 

Mr. Dominy. And they will be here, too. As a matter of fact, the 
Nebraska Mid-State District has already paid us for considerable 
engineering assistance in getting this report together. They have 
used some of our data and this bill will also provide that other data 
provided by us would be charged to them and be repaid as part of the 
reimbursable costs of this project. 

Mr. Utiman. Is this done very often whereby you are reimbursed 
by private engineering firms? ) 

‘Mr. Dominy. The Denver office is frequently employed on a fee 
basis to do engineering for other projects, both here and abroad. 

Under the Small Projects Act we will be making charges to the 
various districts participating for engineering work that we perform 
to their advantage in getting their plans together and in finalizing 
their loans. But we are doing the work for the district and not the 
engineering firm as such. 

Mr. Utiman. For the district? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes. 

Mr. Utitman. And you are being reimbursed by the district? 

Mr. Dominy. That is right. 

Mr. Uttman. I am concerned here, as many others are. Let me 
get my position clear. I certainly do not condemn you for launch- 
ing out In new areas because I think a fresh view on things is good 
occasionally. 

At the same time we have got a very basic concept here in reclama- 
tion to take under consideration. What I am concerned with is to 
what extent, Mr. Dominy, reclamation law and precedent that has 
been established over the years is being protected and how this con- 
cept varies from that reclamation law, bearing in mind that. the 
Federal Government is putting up the money for the construction 
of the project just as though it were being built under reclamation 
law, or almost under the same terms. And the money will be interest 
free? Is that right? , 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Uriman. In other words, all of the advantages of a public 
reclamation project. Bearing in mind, too, that when the Bureau of 
Reclamation builds a project that we demand and have demanded 
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under reclamation law an equitable spread of benefits. In othe 
words, under the concept of interest-free money we must proteet the 
public interest and make sure that no one special interest takes aq. 
vantage of the public expenditure. Is that not true? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Utiman. I listened to your report and the many amendments 
that you are suggesting, and I assume those amendments are aimed at 
the protection of the public interest. Is that right? 

Mr. Domrny. Exactly. As a matter of fact, almost every amend. 
ment we have yeeponed te directed specifically to the very thoughts 
that you have raised here, and that would be to accomplish in this 
project as nearly as possible the same benefits that would accrue werg 
it to be built by the Federal Government. And I believe the bill her 
considered does exactly that, Mr. Ullman. 

Mr. Utitman. Would the amendments be incorporated that vou 
suggest ? ‘ 
Mr. Domrny. Yes, as we suggest, we think the bill would accomplish 
that. 

I also want to say, from this precedent standpoint, I do not be. 
lieve that had these lands not been included originally as part of 
the Missouri Basin authorization, and did not this project incor. 
porate all of the multiple-purpose benefits that were originally con. 
ceived by the framers of the Missouri Basin authorization and which 
were in the minds of Congress in adopting it, that we would be here 
recommending this for construction under the loan principle. 

Mr. Utiman. My trouble is that I am not quite satisfied that you 
have analyzed all of these benefits and all of these elements of ree- 
lamation law to protect the public interest and that your amend- 
ments do the whole job. Of course, I will not know until TI havea 
chance to study those amendments. 

In the first place, normally in the reclamation projects we have very 
rigid specifications on the service area and the organization of that 
area prior totheconstruction. Is that not true? 

Mr. Domtny. That is true here. It requires a secretarial certifica- 
tion as to the irrigability of lands to be served just as though it were 
to be built as a Federal project. 

Mr. Utitman. The boundaries are going to be rather rigidly set. 
I think in an ordinary project you define the boundaries in the legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. Dominy. They will be rather rigidly set before they are through 
because the Mid-State District will need to have contracts with spe- 
cific individuals and groups of individuals to put this water to work 
and to make up the 140,000 acres that ultimately is planned to be 
served. 

Mr. Utuman. Here, though, the protection again is in the contract 
and not in the legislation. 

Mr. Dommny. The protection under general reclamation law is real- 
ly in the contract also. 

Mr. Uttman. I am concerned about a matter such as control of land 
speculation. Is this pretty well taken into consideration? It is an 
important element in a normal situation. ole 

Mr. Domrny. I would say again, sir, that a bill which would limit 
the delivery of water to not more than 160 acres, without provision 
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for recordable contracts and 10 years’ service, such as is true under 
reclamation law, in my judgment, would be more effective in con- 
trolling speculation and benefits by increment of the project than 
ig true under general reclamation law. 

I personally think, in the kind of a district that we have here and 
the land pattern existing, that this is an excellent way to provide 
against the opportunity for speculation in the irrigable lands to be 
served—limit it strictly to 160 acres per individual. 

Mr. Utirman. Normally do you not have some resale provisions in 

our reclamation projects ? 

Mr. Dominy. We have recordable contracts, Mr. Ullman, that per- 
mits a landowner to get water for a 10-year period and requires him 
to agree to dispose of the land at an appraised value without incre- 
ment of the project. That is lands in excess of 160 acres. 

Mr. Utiman. You are assuming they do not have recordable con- 
tracts and this would not be a problem here ? 

Mr. Dominy. In this case we are limiting water service to each indi- 
vidual owner of not more than 160 acres. 

Mr. Uttman. What about accessibility for recreation and wildlife 
andsoon? Are we being guaranteed complete accessibility the same 
as with reclamation projects? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes. Asa matter of fact, this bill is very precise in 
setting forth that the district will acquire some 12,000 acres of land 
for refuge and hunting purposes and for public access. 

Mr. Uttman. Just a word about power, because I think probably 
in the field of power is where this bill varies as much as in any other 
area. Is that not true? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes; it varies considerably with respect to the provi- 
sion for the powerplants and the revenues. It would be considerably 
different if built as a reclamation project. 

Mr. Utitman. The bill provides for the construction of a single- 
purpose commercial hydroelectric power facility in a multiple-pur- 
pose project. You have a concept here of single-purpose power 
within the framework of a reclamtion project. I do not believe under 
reclamation law anywhere we consider power a single purpose. 

Mr. Domriny. That language was used to distinguish it from proj- 
ect power for irrigation purposes. 

Mr. Uttman. When you aa power on a project, can you distin- 
guish between the power you use for pumping and the power you sell 
commercially ? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes. We have to do that under reclamation projects. 
For instance, in the Missouri River Basin we have to allocate the cost 
to commercial power which is repaid with interest, and we allocate 
the power features that are being used strictly for irrigation pumping 
and those are repaid without interest. So this does not differ substan- 
tially in that process. We use that term to identify it and make clear 
that the loan is not going for the single-purpose commercial power 
facility. 

_ Mr. Utiman. You have a new concept in here of average rate for 
interest. Do we have a precedent for this average-rate concept, in 
other words, what it costs the Government to borrow money ? 

Thave heard a lot of talk in this connection in relation to REA loans, 
and there has been a move on foot to get those raised to the average 
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rates. I noticed that concept incorporated in this bill and I am wop. 
dering whether this might be a precedent. 

Mr. Dominy. I think it is substantially in accord with some othe, 
project authorizations, but I would like Mr. Tomlinson to give you 
a review of it. 

Mr. Utiman. Very briefly. 

Mr. Tomuinson. The brief answer is this. This is the most com. 
mon formula which the Congress and this committee have acted upon 
favorably. There are several patterns of formula, but I think it is the 
more general. Some are tied into yield, such as the upper Colorado 
and the Small Projects Act, and some tied into fixed percentages with. 
out reference toa formula. But I think you could find more examples 
fitting into this type of language than any other one acted upon by 
the Congress in the past several years. 

Mr. Uttman. There is precedent in a number of other reclamation 
projects? 

Mr. Tomutnson. More so on this formula than any other. It ties 
into the average rate paid by the United States on its marketable 
long-term loans outstanding on the date of the act. 

Mr. Uttman. Could you give me an example or would you rather 
submit it? 

Mr. Tomutnson. I would prefer to submit a list. 

Mr. Utiman. Please submit a list. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 


Projects recently authorized by the Congress providing interest rate formulas 
similar to that contained in H.R. 3662 include the following: 


(CANADIAN RIVER PROJECT 
(Public Law 898, 81st Cong., 2d sess., Dec. 29, 1950) 


Section 2(b): The costs allocated to municipal and industrial water supply 
shall be repaid together with “* * * interest on the unamortized balance thereof 
at a rate (which rate shall be certified by the Secretary of the Treasury) equal 
to the average rate paid by the United States on its long-term loans outstand- 
ing at the time the repayment contract is negotiated * * *.” 


San Dreco AQuEDucT (SECOND BARREL) 
(Public Law 171, 82d Cong., Ist sess., Oct. 11, 1951) 


Section 3(2): “* * * for the repayment of the true cost of the work performed 
under the authority of section 1 of this act, together with interest on such 
amount computed at the rate certified by the Secretary of the Treasury to be the 
average rate paid by the United States on its long-term loans, within a period of 
40 years after the completion and delivery to the San Diego Water Authority 
of possession of the works constructed under the authority of this act * * *.” 


COLLBRAN PROJECT 
(Public Law 445, 82d Cong., 2d sess., July 3, 1952) 


Section 2: “* * * * Amortization of that portion of the construction cost allo 
eated to commercial power shall include interest on the unamortized balanee 
thereof at 3 per centum per annum. Repayment of that portion of the actual 
cost of constructing the project which is allocated to municipal, domestic, and 
industrial water supply and of interest on the unamortized balance thereof at 4 
rate (which rate shall be certified by the Secretary of the Treasury) equal to 
the average rate paid by the United States on its long-term loans outstanding at 
the time the repayment contract is negotiated * * *.” 


_=> a oo bee 





Won. 


Other 
> you 


Upon 
18 the 
orado 
with. 
npleg 
on by 


ation 


t ties 
stable 


ather 


rmulas 


supply 
hereof 
) equal 
tstand- 


formed 
n such 
be the 
riod of 
thority 


eee” 


st allo 
yalance 
actual 
ic, and 
of ata 
qual to 
ding at 


MID-STATE PROJECT, NEBRASKA 69 


SANTA MARGARITA PROJECT 
(Public Law 547, 83d Cong., 2d sess., July 28, 1954) 


Section 3(b) : “The general repayment obligation of the Fallbrook Public Util- 
ity District (which shall include interest on the unamortized balance of construc- 
tion costs of the project allocated to municipal and domestic waters at a rate 
equal to the average rate, which rate shall be certified by the Secretary of the 
Treasury, on the long-term loans of the United States outstanding on the date 
of this Act) * * *.” 


TALENT DIVISION OF RoGuUE River BASIN PROJECT 
(Public Law 606, 88d Cong., 2d sess., Aug. 20, 1954) 


Section 2(c): “* * * with interest on the unamortized balance thereof at the 
average rate (which rate shall be certified by the Secretary of the Treasury ) paid 
by the United States on its marketable long-term securities outstanding on the 
date of this Act * * *.” 

WASHITA BASIN PROJECT 


(Public Law 419, 84th Cong., 2d sess., Feb. 25, 1956) 


Section 2(b): Payment of construction costs allocated to municipal water 
supply shall include “* * * interest on unamortized balances of that allocation 
at a rate equal to the average rate (which rate shall be certified by the Secretary 
of the Treasury) paid by the United States on its marketable long-term loans 
outstanding on the date of this Act * * *.” 


VENTURA RIVER PROJECT 
(Public Law 423, 84th Cong., 2d sess., Mar. 1, 1956) 


Section 2(d): Costs allocated to municipal and industrial water will be 
repaid “* * * with interest on the unamortized balance thereof at the average 
rate (which rate shall be certified by the Secretary of the Treasury) paid by the 
United States on its marketable long-term securities outstanding on the date of 
this Act * * *.” 

WASHOE PROJECT 


(Public Law 858, 84th Cong., 2d sess., Aug. 1, 1956) 


Section 2(c): The allocation to commercial power will be amortized “* * * 
with interest on the unamortized balance thereof at the average rate (which 
rate shall be certified by the Secretary of the Treasury) paid by the United States 
on its marketable long-term securities outstanding on the date of this Act, * * *.” 


To AMEND THE WATERSHED PROTECTION AND FLOOD PREVENTION ACT 
(Public Law 1018, 84th Cong., Aug. 7, 1956) 


Section 8: “* * * for the repayment thereof in not more than fifty years from 
the date when the principal benefits of the works of improvement first become 
available, with interest at the average rate, as determined by the Secretary of 
the Treasury, payable by the Treasury upon its marketable public obligations 
outstanding at the beginning of the fiscal year in which the loan or advancement 
is made, which are neither due nor callable for redemption for fifteen years from 
dateofissue * * *.” 

WATER SupPty Act oF 1958 


(Public Law 85-500, July 3, 1958) 


Section 301(b): “* * * The interest rate used for purposes of computing in- 
terest during construction and interest on the unpaid balance shall be determined 
by the Secretary of the Treasury, as of the beginning of the fiscal year in which 
construction is initiated, on the basis of the computed average interest rate pay- 
able by the Treasury upon its outstanding marketable public obligations, which 


are neither due nor callable for redemption for fifteen years from the date of 
issue. 
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Mr. Rogers. Mr. Cunningham. 

Mr. CunNINGHAM. I just want to make an observation that we are 
talking a lot about precedent, and I want to reemphasize that this 
group of hardworking draftsmen set quite a precedent of tax; 
themselves and spending already up to about a million dollars to get 
this project underway. I hope that might be a precedent that might 
be established in other projects as we go along. 

I hope that the committee, however, in all seriousness, will nog 
rely too much on precedent because this is a very unique situation: 
there is not anything like it. I hope we will not go so far as to worship 
precedent at the expense of this very worthwhile project. Thank you, 

Mr. Rogers. The gentleman from California, Mr. Saund. 

Mr. Saunp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Dominy, I wish to congratulate you on your advancement. Le 
me assure you that the people of my district are very appreciative of 
the wonderful work that you and all of your associates in the Bureay 
have done. You are a dedicated public servant, and we wish you 
success and are looking forward to many years of happy association, 
I offer those congratulations in spite of the fact that you are pressing 
for the Fryingpan-Arkansas project. 

; gd CuenowetH. That is another indication of his capacity for this 
job. 

Mr. Saunp. Whether you are for us or against us on some particular 
project, we are for you just the same. 

Mr. Dominy. Thank you. 

Mr. Saunp. For the benefit of some of the new members, and par- 
ticularly because Mr. Ullman brought out the point about the Cali- 
fornians being good bargainers, I will state the facts about the bar- 
gaining they did when the Boulder Canyon Project Act was enacted 
into law before construction was started. These are the facts: 

After the Congress authorized that project, after the money was 
appropriated, there was a provision that the President will not author- 
ize construction unless he had firm contracts for the repayment of every 
dollar with interest that will be put into the construction of that 
project. I hope the Government of the United States does not remain 
quite as firm from now on. We made a good bargain all right, and 
we are paying everything, together with interest. 

I know the Imperial Irrigation District for several years was in 
default to the Bureau of Reclamation and also to its other creditors. 
While we received concessions from other creditors, we have paid back 
everything we owed to the Bureau of Reclamation with interest, and 
we are glad about that. 

I wish to ask you this question because it was brought up and my 
people may ask me the question: I want to vote for this project the way 
it is and the way you recommend and let the people of the Mid-State 
project own it after they have paid for it. 

I do not expect you to give me the answer to this right now. But 
suppose after the All-American Canal project is all paid up, if the 
people of my district wanted to have that project turned over to 
them, what would be the thinking of the Department? I do not 
expect an answer right now unless you can give it. Otherwise I will 
wait. 
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Mr. Dominy. I would say this: The features that serve the Im- 

rial Irrigation District, starting with Hoover Dam, where the carry- 
over storage is provided, and then down to Imperial Dam at the point 
of diversion, those features, of course, are multiple purpose and serve 
many Other entities other than Imperial. Then there is the All- 
American Canal down to the siphon, which is also multiple purpose 
in that it serves other than Imperial. 

From that point on and into the distribution system, I would say 
that we would very likely interpose no objection, on full repayment 
of the project, to transferring title to the works. 

Mr. Saunp. All I ask for is where the All-American Canal starts. 
I know area before that it is a different project. 

Ithank you very much. 

Mr. Rocers. The gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. McGintey. I defer to the curiosity of my other colleagues in 
view of the time and reserve my rights, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morrts. I do not believe I have any questions. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Burdick. 

Mr. Burpicx. Mr. Dominy, you stated that the finance pattern 
would use the surplus power revenues of the Missouri Basin. How 
do you define the surplus power revenues? 

Mr. Dominy. Those revenues that will be surplus to retiring the 
cost allocated to power with interest, and starting in the year 2023 
we will have some $32 million a year of power revenues above opera- 
tion and maintenance costs and above replacement of power features 
themselves, as they wear out, and above that required to pay out the 
original allocation plus interest for application to the aid of irrigation. 

Mr. Burpick. You are taking into consideration the 1944 Flood 
Control Act and all the projects contained therein ? 

Mr. Dominy. I ial the term “those under construction, those 
already constructed, and those that we think will be constructed in the 
foreseeable future.” That may not include all of those that were tech- 
nically authorized in the Flood Control Act of 1944 because some of 
those units, upon closer examination, have been found to be not feas- 
ible. But it Seas include all of those that we believe now, after closer 
study, merit public support and development. 

Mr. Burpick. When you make that statement you take those factors 
into consideration and the Missouri diversion unit ? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burpicx. And count it as a feasible unit ? 

Mr. Domrny. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burpicx. In your opinion, will the surplus power revenues in 
any way jeopardize the Missouri diversion unit? 

Mr. Dominy. No,sir. I would not consider the limited amount that 
would be needed here, if any, would be a serious detriment to any other 
unit of the Missouri River Basin. 

Mr. Buroickx. In any way interfering with its financing and its 
construction ? 

Mr. Dominy. Of course, any dollars we put here are not available 
to put somewhere else. But the amount involved here is not signifi- 
cant when you think in terms of availability of $32 million annually. 
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Mr. Burpicx. It is your opinion it will in no way prejudice the 
Missouri diversion unit ? 

_Mr. Domtiny. No, sir; I do not think it will prejulice the constryp. 
tion of that unit in any way. 

Mr. Burorcx. Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. McGinley. 

Mr. McGinty. One brief question in regard to a question raised 
by my colleague from Oregon. 

Mr. Dominy, a question was asked about whether or not the Bureay 
origmated the engineering and its cost estimates and with referencg 
to how you checked the Mid-State engineers’ design and process, |g 
it not true you employed an engineering consultant for the purpose of 
checking the Mid-State report ? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes. I think it would be well to reply a little more 
fully to Congressman Ullman’s question. 

The first proposal that Mid-State made some years ago was reviewed 
in the Bureau’s chief engineer’s offices at Denver, and the estimates 
were so wide apart that the Secretary of Interior employed, as part 
of our planning of the Missouri River Basin—— 

Mr. Utitman. Excuse me. Whose views were so wide apart? 

Mr. Dominy. The view of the engineering firm then employed by 
the Mid-State. 

Mr. Utiman. And the Bureau ? 

Mr. Dominy. And the Bureau. 

Mr. Utiman. Thank you. 

Mr. Dominy. Were so wide apart that the Secretary employed on 
his own account the firm of Black & Veatch, a consulting engineering 
firm in Kansas City, Mo., who reviewed the two proposals and came 
up with their own views as to the engineering feasibility of the project 
and economic feasibility, and also expressed their views of cost esti- 
mates of the various principal engineering works. 

They fell approximately in the middle range between the other two 
estimates I mentioned. The Black & Veatch estimates were accepted 
as those to be refined and expanded and incorporated in the final engi- 
neering design, and that has been done by a very responsible firm of 
R. W. Beck & Associates, an engineering firm of competence that has 
been employed by the Nebraska Mid-State district. They have used 
all of this other data and engineering materials to incorporate this 
final plan. 

Mr. Utiman. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McGrntey. Yes. 

Mr. Utiman. Does this involve any lessening of the normal Bureau 
standards of design ? 

Mr. Domtny. We take this position, gentlemen of the committee: 
In reviewing engineering works for small projects or for any other 
projects other than those built by Reclamation, that we need not 
Insist on the same standards that we would employ were we to build 
the job. But we do insist that in our judgment, and based on all of 
our experience in this field, the engineering be of such caliber, when 
taken into account with the operation and maintenance costs of that 
particular type of engineering construction, that the project be feasible 
and hold together and be repayable within the life of the project. 

In some instances we might insist on a more costly type of con- 
struction for greater permanency and a lesser operation and main- 
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tenance cost than may be incorporated in some of these we find fully 
acceptable on different standards. But we do insist standards be 
sufficient for the payout period visualized. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Then the standards are probably lower than your 

iginal design ¢ 
a ag een I have no way of giving you the assurance that they 
are because we did not go into the final design of the project by our 
own standards. oa ie 

Mr. Urirman. You said, in your opinion, they are adequate ? 

Mr. Dominy. That is right. We are saying they are adequate for 
the 60-year period, and with the operation and maintenance costs 
and everything else taken into account the project is fully feasible 
both engineeringly and economically. 

Mr. Uteman. Thank you. 

Mr. Rocrrs. Along that same line, Mr. Dominy, if the committee 
should decide to require the building of this project under present 
reclamation law and the policy of the Bureau, what, in your opinion, 
would be the cost-benefit ratio ? 

Mr. Dominy. The cost-benefit ratio is well over unity under the 

roposal as presented. We have cooperated so closely on the engineer- 
ing considerations of this project over a 5- or 6-year period that I, 
frankly, doubt very seriously if we would build it much differently 
ourselves were we to undertake the planning and construction of the 
engineering works. . 

Mr. Rocers. I am not asking that. I am asking, if you were re- 
quired to do it, would it be feasible and what would be the cost-benefit 
ratio? 

Mr. Domrny. I am confident it would be well over unity, because 
under the costs here given it is 1.21 to 1, and you could raise the costs 
substantially and still be above unity. 

Mr. Rocers. That is, the total benefits ? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. What are the direct benefits? 

Mr. Dominy. The direct benefit-cost ratio is 1.05 to 1. But it is 
customary to consider the total benefits in establishing your benefit- 
cost ratio. 

Mr. Rogers. What did you say the total was? 

Mr. Domrny. The total benefits, taking into account recreation, 
fish and wildlife, flood control, and irrigation is 1.21 to 1. 

Mr. Rocers. Are those the same figures as shown in your report? 

Mr. Domrny. Yes, I am sure they are. They were discussed last 
year, and I do not think we made reference to it in the Department’s 
report this year, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rocers. That is assuming all these different changes in recla- 
mation law anticipated in this bill and this proposal are adopted 

Mr. Domrny. We do not think any of the changes that we have 

roposed, or amendments, would affect the cost of the project or the 

nefits. We think they are desirable in order to assure the benefits 
accrue beyond the repayment period. 

Mr. Rocers. Would it affect feasibility ? 

Mr. Domrny. No, not adversely. 

_ Mr. Rogers. If you were required to do it under reclamation law as 
it now exists? 
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Mr. Dominy. No; I do not think it would affect the feasibility of 
the project. It would still have a feasible benefit-cost ratio, T am 
certain. 

Mr. Rocers. How can you justify wanting to make these changes 
and go outside of the reclamation law if it can be done within the 
confines of the reclamation law? I may have misunderstood you, but 
T thought that is what you said. os 

Mr. Domtny. This is the proposal of the Nebraska Mid-State dig. 
trict and it carries with it the commitment of the resources of that 
whole area, some $18 million worth, over this repayment period, to be 
raised from ad valorem taxes. If we could incorporate all of those 
desirable features and still build it as a reclamation project under 
reclamation law, I would say the benefit-cost ratio and the repayment 
arrangement would be equally as good as here embodied. 

But, on the other hand, I do not see why, when they have developed 
their reclamation district, they have been willing, as Congressman 
Cunningham pointed out, to raise their own money to plan it rather 
than rely on the Federal Government appropriations to plan it, they 
have been willing to agree that the economic and engineering feasi- 
bility be tested by the Bureau of Reclamation as the agent of the 
Secretary of the Interior and the Congress, and they are prepared to 
have excess land provisions even tighter than those required by recla- 
mation law—it gets down to the point where what difference does it 
make in terms of the ultimate good to the Nation for this resource 
development whether it be built by private engineering advice and 
assistance during the construction or built 

Mr. Rocers. I am not talking about that. I think you are talking 
about the situation of who is going to build it. 

What I am talking about is the situation that has been developed 
as indicating to me alarm on the part of a number of the members of 
this committee—and I know these are questions we are going to have 
to answer to the House of Representatives—as to why set a precedent 
that you may be called upon to repeat in the future if a project of this 
kind can be built under present reclamation law and under the re- 
quirements of the situation. 

Mr. Domriny. I see your point now, Congressman Rogers, and I 
agree it is something of major interest to this committee. I am sure 
the committee will want to explore it a good deal more in detail with 
the witnesses from Mid-State than you have with me on the stand 
here as the departmental witness. I am sure that the additional tes- 
timony you can get from them, supplementing that which we have put 
into the record here, will give you the basis for making your consid- 
ered opinion felt when you get ready to act on the legislation. 

Mr. Rogers. But now you have not answered my question. What 
I am talking about is the position of the Bureau of Reclamation. 
We will get to the Mid-State people when we get to them. 

What I am thinking about is the general thinking of the Bureau of 
Reclamation in setting the precedent in a matter of this kind when 
you tell me it can be done under present reclamation law as well 
actually as it can be done under iclewtie the new policy which is 
being set up by this legislation. 

Mr. Dominy. I think I answered it partially a moment ago, Con- 
gressman Rogers, when I pointed out that in my judgment in the 
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water resource development needs of the West, we need everybody’s 
cooperation to get them built on a timely basis. I certainly do not 
want to take the position, as Commissioner of Reclamation, that we 
are the only agency, or the only engineering group that can perform 
this work. : 

In this instance, the local people felt they could get the kind of 

roject they wanted planned and built, perhaps, quicker and more 
expeditiously if they organized a district and raised their own money 
for planning than if they waited for the development of this area as 
part of the Missouri River Basin. 

Mr. Rocers. Are they expecting to get back the planning money ? 

Mr. Dominy. No, sir. They have raised that as part of their ad 
valorem tax and contributed that to expedite the project. 

Mr. Rocers. That is a point the record ought to show. 

Mr. Dominy. Right. I think the record also ought to show the 
first efforts toward getting this thing built by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion was a broader basin approach, which ended up as infeasible 
because of a conflict in State law. 

We were going to divert from other river basins into the Platte 
Valley and there was even an attempt made to get the law modified 
in the Legislature of Nebraska, without effect. It was about that 
time that the people in the Mid-State area felt the quickest way for 
them to get this project was to show some local enterprise and raise 
some money locally. They got a special bill through and they voted 
to incorporate this conservancy district and proceed on their own. 

Mr. Rogers. What is going to keep other places from doing the 
same thing, in saying to this committee, we want you to do exactly as 
you did on the Mid-State project and allow us to proceed in the 
same manner. We will say, “Well that was an exception to the rec- 
lamation law. ‘There were several things in this Mid-West proposi- 
tion where we changed it around. We did, at that time, but we do 
not want to do it any more.” 

Their reaction is going to be if you did it for them you have got 
to do it for us. 

Mr. Dominy. If we had an exact situation similar to this where the 
local interests wanted to form a conservancy district and raise around 
$2 an acre a year on an ad valorem tax to assist with the planning 
and construction of the project, we might be constrained to recom- 
mend their plan, too. 

You have done things similar to this in a sense, like the Solano 
Irrigation District. We made a loan there of over $12 million to 
construct their own distribution system instead of us proceeding as 

art of the Central Valley project under reclamation construction. 
Surely, $12 million is not equivalent to $70 million, but the principal 
is somewhat similar. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Dominy, under present reclamation law, under the 
policy of the Department, would it not be possible to utilize that tax- 
ling power of this district under the application of reclamation laws 
as they now stand just as easily as it would be under this bill ? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes; it could be done. As a matter of fact, the gen- 
tleman from North Dakota has a project that I know he is rather 
anxious to place before your committee at the earliest opportunity, 
the Garrison diversion project, where they have formed their con- 
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servancy district. The ad valorem tax of that district will be in- 
corporated in the repayment plan under contract with the 
Government. 

Mr. Rocers. I want the record to show these things so we can refer 
to them because we have to find this information very quickly, ag 
you well know, when we get into debate on them. ; 

Will you document for the committee, if you will, the benefits flow. 
ing from the proposition of loaning the money to the district rather 
than for the Bureau itself to build the project, under reclamation 
law ? 

Mr. Dominy. We will be glad to supply a statement for the record 
or comment on it right now. 

Mr. Rocers. Right now, if you will. 

Mr. Domrny. All right. As I mentioned a moment ago, had we 
gone ahead with this construction as part of the Missouri River Basin, 
we would have spent from some $20 to $50 an acre, probably, in 
planning the project, in doing the economic analyses and the engineer. 
ing studies, in getting a report comparable to this one ready for the 
construction stage. By the Mid-State project proceeding on their 
own that has been saved. They have expended that themselves, 

Mr. Rocers. That does not add a great deal. I appreciate the fact 
they did it; I think they are to be commended for it. That does not 
have any effect on the question of loaning money to them as compared 
to the Bureau doing it themselves. If they wanted to use this pro- 
gram in the planning fund that could be thrown into the pot under 
either situation. 

Mr. Domrny. That is true. I merely cite that as one benefit and 
saving to the Federal appropriation by the process followed. 

Other than that there are no particular benefits to the proposal 
here embodied than would be true if it were built as a Missouri Basin 
unit. 

On the other hand, I would hasten to point out that I know of no 
particular disadvantages to the Missouri River Basin projects to have 
it built under the provisions of this bill, as we have suggested 
amending it than if we were to do it as part of the Missouri Basin. 

Mr. Rogers. Do you think it could be built cheaper by this method! 

Mr. Dominy. There are many people who believe that contracting 
under Government procedures Is more costly and that suitable engi- 
neering and construction can be ee with less overhead. I 
think the test of that is soon going to be known because we have the 
Solano project and some others where that is being tested. We will 
have a little more history behind us and certainly if the Mid-State 
project is authorized and built that will be an outstanding example 
that we can turn to for proof of that statement. 

Mr. Rocers. Are you not afraid though, if that develops too far, 
there will be a great clamor to do away with the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion and let the local people handle these things alone ? 

Mr. Domtny. You know I am a firm believer in the democratic 
processes, and when somebody can prove they can do it better than 
we can we think they ought to do it. 

Mr. Rocrrs. Mr. Dominy, one other situation with regard to this 
flood control and fish and wildlife. Does the Department. feel the 
estimate of the Army engineers is correct or that of the engineering 
group that made these statements ¢ 
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Mr. Dominy. We have in the room Mr. Abe Tunison, who is As- 
sistant Director of the Sport Fisheries and Wildlife Division. If 
the committee wants to get into the fish and wildlife aspect of the bill, 
| would prefer they have Mr. Tunison testify. 

Mr. Rogers. W hat I am thinking about, is as I understand it, your 
testimony has to do w ith the determin: ition of feasibility of this proj- 
ect and you have to take those things into consideration when de- 
termining feasibility. 

Mr. Dominy. Yes. 

Mr. Rocers. My thought was this: Whether or not the Bureau of 
Reclamation would be constrained to follow the suggestion insofar 
as the flood control, we will say, because that is the big item of $17 
million, or whether they would be constrained to come close to the 
811 million item, whichever it is. 

Mr. Dominy. I would like Mr. Tomlinson to comment on that. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Tomlinson. 

Mr. Tomirnson. The Chief of Engineers has commented to this 
committee that the $17 million was predic ated upon not deducting 
the capitalized O. & M. costs and also not deducting from the alloca 
tion certain rights-of-way and other local contributions which indie 
flood control law normally the localities contribute. 

Under normal reclamation procedure we also consult with the Chief 
of Engineers, and the Secretary is authorized to make the allocation of 
costs of a multiple-purpose project. 

Mr. Rogers. What does that mean now? Does it mean you are 
closer to $17 million or $11 million? 

Mr. Tomiinson. I was going to get around to that. Normally, we 
would deduct from the allocation the capitalized O. & M. cost. So 
to that extent we would be in line with what the Corps of Engineers 
isnow suggesting. Insofar as the local contributions go for multiple- 
purpose projects such as floodways, and so forth, we do not normally 
require the contribution in cash. 

On the other hand, the payments by the local conservancy districts 
usually offset that in a way. Normally, though we would not deduct 
that portion of the $5 or $6 million di ference which the Army report 
is talking about. I would say it would be somewhere in between the 
$11 million and the $17 million, if we followed the normal reclama- 
tion cost: allocation procedures in a project such as this. This is 
predicated upon the premise that in a normal reclamation project, 
flood control O. & M. costs are financed by nonreimbursable appropria- 
tions. The case would be different where the local entity pays all 
Q. & M. costs. 

Mr. Rocers. Do you plan to do that, the normal procedures insofar 
as that is concerned ? 

Mr. Domrny. I certainly feel, Mr. Chairman, that the Mid-State 
project proposal merits, under any rule of equity, the same considera- 
tion in allocation procedures as would have been applied had it been 
developed as a unit of the Missouri River Basin. We would consult 
with the Army if we were to build it as a unit of the Missouri River 
Basin, and, as the technical agency that Congress is looking to under 
the provisions of this bill, we will certainly consult. with the Army 
in applying the final cost allocations. 
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Mr. Rocers. In the event that you reduce that from $17 million 
or I believe you said $18 million a few minutes ago—in the event you 
reduce that now that additional sum, the difference between what yoy 
finally arrive at for flood control, the $18 million or $17.6 million, that 
difference would fall on the Missouri Basin Power fund. 

Mr. Dominy. Any reduction in the flood control cost, other costs 
remaining the same, would mean a change in the allocation, increase 
in irrigation, or the others. To the extent it increases irrigation, and 
to the extent it was beyond their ability to pay in the 60-year period 
it would add an additional burden to the Missouri Basin Power fund. 

Mr. Rogers. And the same thing is true as to fish and wildlife, 

Mr. Dominy. Yes. 

Mr. Rogers. How many dams are involved ? 

Mr. Domrny. I understand there are some 23 dams, some small ones 
up to fairly sizable ones, and the details of that will be put in the 
record by the Mid-State engineers. 

Mr. Rocers. I was wondering if there had been any separate cost 
breakdown insofar as the flood control is concerned—the different 
projects in the overall project—or whether it is an estimate made on 
the overall project ? 

Mr. Tomirnson. The Army made the study, but generally it is on 
the overall basis. 

Mr. Rogers. And no breakdown ? 

Mr. Tomutnson. As far as I know, it is just the total we got from 
the corps. 

Mr. Rogers. We will go into that with the corps. 

Are there any other questions before we close ¢ 

If not thank you very much, gentlemen, and the committee will stand 
recessed until 9 :45 in the morning. 

Mr. McGrntey. I wonder if my remarks this morning might be 
amended. When I was introducing the Governors’ letters, to include 
the letter of the Governor of Wyoming. 

Mr. Rocers. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The committee stands adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 3:33 p.m., the committee was recessed to reconvene 
at 9:45 a.m., Tuesday, April 28, 1959.) 
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TUESDAY, APRIL 28, 1959 


House or RepreseNTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INsULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 9:50 a.m., pursuant to adjournment, in 
the committee room, New House Office Building, Hon. Walter Rogers 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Rogers. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation will 
come to order for further consideration of H.R. 3662, H.R. 5073, and 
H.R. 973. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Nebraska, Mr. McGinley, 
for the introduction of people who are here in behalf of this project. 

Mr. McGintey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. In order to bring evi- 
dence to the committee of the wholehearted support of this project out 
in Nebraska, we have some prominent citizens and good people from 
Nebraska that I would like to introduce this morning. They have 
been in constant attendance at our hearings. These are in addition 
to the witness that will appear: Mr. Doyle Graham, Mid-State engi- 
neer; and Mr. Darrell McOstrich, Mid-State engineer; Mr. Bathen, 
engineer with R. W. Beck & Associates; Mr. Donald H. Weaver, 
attorney for district, and Mrs. Weaver; Mr. Martin Kelly, director, 
Grand Island, and Mrs. Kelly; Mr. Arthur Johnson, director of Mid- 
State, and Mrs. Johnson; Mr. Martin Larson, director, of Central 
City; Mr. T. C. Reeves, director, Central City; H. L. Wurtz, director, 
Clarks; Mr. Cecil Wolford, director, Kearney; Mr. Herman Mader, 
director, Grand Island; Mr. Ray Lundy, city manager, Kearney; Mr. 
Ralph Powell, manager, Grand Island Chamber of Commerce; Mr. 
Robert F. Day, president, Grand Island Chamber of Commerce; Mr. 
L. E. Ray, president, Grand Island Industrial Foundation; Mr. Glen 
McEniry, manager, Kearney Chamber of Commerce; Mr. Alvie 
Payne, president, Kearney Chamber of Commerce; Mr. Ed. Chitten- 
den, chairman, Kearney Industrial Committee. 

I want to let these people know I, personally, appreciate their com- 
ing back here to give me and any other Nebraska colleagues a great 
deal of morai support in pushing this legislation. . 

Mr. Rogers. Let the Chair say, if the interest is measured by num- 
bers, we are glad to see so much interest evidenced in the project. 
We are glad to have all the folks here from Nebraska and are always 
glad to have the people who are interested in these projects from the 
places throughout our country that are going to be benefited by them 
to come in before the Congress. 
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It had been the intention of the Chair to try to conduct these hear. 
ings so we could have all of the departmental witnesses before the peo. 
ple from the Mid-State area so that they would have a chance to know 
the entire situation insofar as the Government was concerned. But 
in view of the time element, and the fact we have some very important 
legislation before the House of Representatives today, and a very busy 
day tomorrow, I think it would be much better to recognize those people 
who are here from Nebraska and let them testify at this time so that 
we will not run into a tight sitaution as far as time is concerned, and 
cause them to have to stay over a day or two longer. 

The Chair will recognize Mr. Dan Jones, who is director of the 
Department of Water Resources of the State of Nebraska, for a short 
statement. 

If Mr. Dan Jones will come forward, and identify himself for the 
record, he may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF DAN S. JONES, JR., DIRECTOR OF WATER RE. 
SOURCES, NEBRASKA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 


Mr. Jones. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am Dan S. Jones, Jr. 
director of water resources of the Department of Water Resources of 
the State of Nebraska. 

I also want to express the regrets of Governor Brooks in not being 
here. He had intended to be here, but as you heard yesterday, because 
of illness, he was unable to come. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate this 
opportunity to present a statement in support of the legislation now 
before you which would provide for Federal cooperation with the 
Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District in the construction of the 
Mid-State project. 

For more than 18 years I have been associated with the agency 
which is now known as the Nebraska Department of Water Resources, 
first as assistant director, and for the last 8 years as director of the 
department. The principal responsibility of the department is to 
administer the State’s water laws. 

Through my official connection, I have been quite closely associated 
with the development of the Mid-State project proposal since its 
inception in 1943. It was in that year that the Mid-State district filed 
with my department applications for permits to appropriate water 
from the Platte River and its tributaries within the district, thereby 
establishing priorities for the water necessary to develop the project, 
which is the subject of the hearing today. The water right filings to 
which I refer amply protect the Mid-State district against subsequent 
filings for the use of the same water of that stream. 

In 1952 I served as chairman of the water study committee which 
made a study of the water supply of the Platte River. The other 
members of the committee consisted of representatives of the U.S. 
Bureau of Reclamation, the U.S. Geological Survey, the State ground- 
water survey, and engineers for Mid-State and the principal operat- 
ing irrigation and power districts in the lower Platte River Basin. 

The purpose of the water suppdy study was to determine the present 
and probable future supply of water available in the Platte River 
and its tributaries for use in developing in the Lower Platte Basin 4 
project such as the one contemplated by the Mid-State district. The 
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committee concluded that under the most probable upstream develop- 
ment, as limited by State law and interstate compacts and court de- 
crees. there would still remain an average annual supply in excess of 
600,000 acre-feet of water available in the Platte River, Under the 
riorities established by the Mid-State district, as mentioned hereto- 
ore, that district has the first right to regulate and use so much of this 
supply as is required for the development of the project. _ 

There is no opportunity for interstate conflicts to arise with respect 
to waters which will be used on the proposed Mid-State project. The 
waters of the South Platte River, a tributary of the Platte River, are 
apportioned between the States of Colorado and Nebraska by the 
South Platte River compact, which became effective in 1923; and the 
waters of the North Platte River, also a tributary of the Platte River, 
are apportioned among the States of Colorado, Wyoming and Ne- 
praska under terms of a U.S, Supreme Court decree handed down in 
1945. Neither the compact nor the decree require either of the upper 
States to deliver any water across the State lines for use on lands 
diverting water from the Platte River. The Mid-State project sup- 
ply will come from water entering the river in Nebraska except for 
minor uncontrollable flows from the upper States. 

The area proposed to be developed by Mid-State was included in 
the lands proposed for development in the Missouri Basin project, 
which was authorized by the 1944 Flood Control Act, The effect of 
depletions caused by the Mid-State project on the flow of the Mis- 
souri River downstream from the mouth of the Platte River were 
taken into account in the planning of the Missouri Basin project. 

In conclusion, I would say that I consider the proposed Mid-State 

roject to be a worthwhile one, and I hope that this Congress will see 
Rt to provide for Federal cooperation with the district in its con- 
struction. Thank you. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you very much, Mr. Jones. 

Are there any questions? 

Mr, Asprnatu. Mr, Chairman. 

Mr. Rocers. The gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr, Asprnati. Mr. Jones, this is practically the same statement you 
made a year ago, is it not? 

Mr. Jones. Essentially so. I attempted to answer some of the ques- 
tions that were raised that were not included in the statement last 
year. 

Mr. Asprnati. That is all, 

Mr. Rocers, The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Jones, in the Mid-State project report that was 
prepared by Beck & Associates, there appears on page 112 the follow- 
ing statements : 

Basic water supply for the Mid-State project is the unappropriated flow of the 
Platte River at the point of diversion, as heretofore described. The amounts of 
such river flows, both historical and forecast, have been taken from the most 


authoritative water supply paper currently in existence and entitled, “The Final 
Report, Water Supply and Lands Committee, Central Platte Valley, Nebraska, 


1954.” 

Was that report done by the State of Nebraska ? 

Mr. Jonxs, It was done by this committee to which I referred at the 
top of page 2 in my statement. 
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Mr. Saytor. Further down on that same page is a statement which 
you have, in a sense, incorporated in your statement: 

Applications for water rights have been filed according to law by the Mid-State 
district with the Nebraska Department of Water Resources. This application 
now awaits formal approval, which will be granted when the Mid-States Project 
receives congressional authorization and Mid-State is ready to commence con- 
struction. 

Is that a correct statement ? 

Mr. Jones. That is correct. 

Mr. Sartor. Now, might the Mid-State District be faced with the 
same situation that a district in the State of Colorado is faced with 
by finding another project came in and perfected their water rights, 
and when they came before this committee to have their project ay. 
thorized there was no water. What would be the situation in Ne. 
braska and what would prevent other rights being appropriated 
which would take from this project some of its prospective water 
rights? 

Mr. Jones. I might explain that this way: The reason they have 
not been approved is because under Nebraska law the applicant must 
start construction of the project within 6 months after the approval 
of the application or the application is automatically dismissed, 
They must start within the time allowed in the application. 

If another project were to come in and file applications and were 
to use the same water, they would be faced with the same proposi- 
tion—they must start construction within 6 months. Then Mid- 
State would have the opportunity to have their project approved at 
the same time or prior to the others, if they were ready to go. 

Mr. Saytor. Let us assume this project is approved. There are 
many projects that have been approved by Congress on which con- 
struction has not started. That according to your testimony would 
not be sufficient basis for the State of Nebraska and your department 
of water resources to give approval to these water rights because they 
cannot start construction until after appropriations. 

Mr. Jones. As a practical matter, { think I am safe in saying this: 
There is no other sizable project possible in the area that would use 
this water. 

Mr. Sartor. They might not use all of it, Mr. Jones, but how about 
some projects that are already in existence and decide they need more 
water and come in and apply for it. 

Mr. Jones. We made allowances for that in the study when we 
determined the amount of water that would be available for use by 
existing projects. It is true there could be some small project of in- 
significant number of acres that could come in and might use some 
of this water, but it would not affect them. 

Mr. Sartor. In view of that answer, I would like to read you the 
fourth conclusion which is on page 24: “The water supply which is 
now and will be available to the project is deemed adequate to meet 
the requirements of the lands to be irrigated throughout all of the 
60 years of the payout period, except for minor shortages which may 
be anticipated in 6 of the 60 years. The frequency and degree of 
these anticipated shortages are to be tolerable.” 

What is the effect of your former answer on that conclusion—that 
some of this water that has been allocated might be appropriated to 
another district ? 
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Mr. Jones. I think the amount would be so small it would not affect 
this large amount of water that is available for the Mid-State to 
develop. Of course, when the Mid-State project would become oper- 
ative, they would establish priorities and they would be ahead then 
ofany other development that came after them. 

Mr. Sartor. If it is authorized ? 

Mr. Jones. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. All of the other Federal projects in the State of 
Nebraska, when the pas period is completed, the projects will still 
belong to the Federal Government. The basic idea of this Mid-State 

roject is that when the project is paid for it will then belong to the 

ebraska Mid-State Reclamation District. How would you feel if 
ou were the owner of a tract of land in another irrigation district in 
Nebraska that has paid back to the Federal Government all of the 
money they put into it and then you would own nothing, while your 
adjoining friends and neighbors have made the same payments and 
now own the entire project ? 

Mr. Jones. Well, each would have the same water rights. As far 
as water rights are concerned, the water rights would go with the land 
in either case. 

Mr. Sartor. The water rights will belong to the district. The 
reason I ask this: This is the first time cnteiely has ever come before 
this committee and proposed that a project be built by the Federal 
Government or the money put up by the Federal Government, and 
turned over to the people of the reclamation district. This is an en- 
tirely new concept. 

Mr. Jones. I understand. 

Mr. Sartor. I am satisfied if this project goes through, every Mem- 
ber of Congress from every other congressional district in the 19 
Reclamation States had better get in here with a bill real fast be- 
cause if they do not, somebody is going to come down here to Wash- 
ington and do that for them. It is going to change completely the 
theory of reclamation. That is one of the worries I have about this 
project. 

Mr. Jones. I think there is that possibility. 

Mr. Sartor. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rocers. Are there any other questions ? 

If not, thank you very much, Mr. Jones. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. We are glad to have your testimony. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. The Chair will at this time recognize Mr. Vernon 
Rice, president of the Mid-State Reclamation District; Mr. Ernest 
H. Staubitz, past president of the Mid-State Reclamation District; 
a Mr. William Trommershausen, engineer of the R. W. Beck & 


The Chair has been advised these gentlemen are appearing together. 
If you gentlemen will come forward and occupy the witness stand we 
will let you proceed. 

Let me ask you to identify yourself for the record and for the com- 
mittee members. 
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STATEMENT OF VERNON RICE, PRESIDENT, NEBRASKA MID-STatp 
RECLAMATION DISTRICT 


Mr. Rice. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we a pre. 
ciate very much the opportunity to appear before you. In order to 
conserve time, I will not make any formal statement; I will just hand 
my statement in. , 

I am Vernon Rice, president of the Nebraska Mid-State Reclama. 
tion District. 

Mr. Rogers. Without objection, the statement will be made a part 
of the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF VERNON RIcE, PRESIDENT, NEBRASKA Mip-Strate RecramMarioy 
District 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we appreciate very much the Op. 
portunity you have accorded us to appear before you in support of our bill for 
authorization of the Nebraska Mid-State reclamation project. We hope that we 
can show you the urgent need for early authorization, in order that we might 
be able to stabilize our economy. 

Lying immediately north of Grand Island and extending nearly the entire 
length of the project is a strip of land that was known for years as “poverty 
ridge.” My parents had a farm in this area, and I can remember many times 
when my father had to cut his corn with a grain binder to salvage what he 
could of the crop before it was lost because of drought. Through the use of 
pump irrigation, this land has become very productive and highly improved. 

The extended use of wells to supply irrigation water in the Platte Valley has 
caused a serious drop in our water level, and we ure concerned that we might 
be again faced with a very arid situation, if our water table continues to drop, 

Under our project proposal, we plan to supply much of the land now irrigated 
from wells. We are more interested in maintaining the production of the 
highly developed lands in the Mid-State area than we are in bringing more non- 
irrigated land under irrigation. We merely want to maintain our present 
economy by establishing a dependable water supply. 

Through our testimony, we hope to show you the need of early authorization 
and the feasibility of our project. I will leave the more technical testimony to 
those better qualified than I am to present it. 


Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rocers. The gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. Rice, is that practically the same statement you 
made here last year ? 

Mr. Rice. Pretty much the same but it is somewhat different. 

Mr. Asrrnatt. Somewhat different in form or somewhat different 
in material ? 

Mr. Rice. In material. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Rice, the Chair understands you will advise with 
Mr. Trommershausen in his testimony. 

Mr. Rice. That is right. 

Mr. Rocers. That is fine. You may stay there. 


STATEMENT OF ERNEST H. STAUBITZ, PAST PRESIDENT, NEBRASKA 
MID-STATE RECLAMATION DISTRICT 


Mr. Sravpirz. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, in 
view of the question of Mr. Aspinall as to whether the statement 1s 
identical to the statement that was made last year, of course, I ap- 
peared before the other hearing also and mine is very much the same. 
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I have made some changes to take care of some of the questions raised 
at the last hearing, but I am not sensitive about whether I read this 
or put it in the record. I would be glad to be governed by your 
opinion as to whether I should read it or just present it. 

Mr. Rocers. In the interest of time, if you would like to include it 
in the record that may be done. If you want to make a brief summa- 
tionofit,youmay. 

Mr. Staveirz. I think it would be better to handle it that way, so 
[ will turn in my statement. 

Mr. Rocers. Without objection, Mr. Staubitz’ statement will be 
included in the record. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


SraTEMENT OF ERNEST H. Staunitz, Past PRESIDENT, NEBRASKA Mip-STaTEe 
RECLAMATION DISTRICT 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have been actively associated 
with the promotion of the Mid-State project since 1943 and have been an elected 
director of the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District since its organization in 
1948 and until February 1959 when I came to Washington on behalf of the dis- 
trict. Because of my early and continued efforts in connection with the Mid- 
State project, I have been assigned the job of explaining the background of the 


roject. 

ats Mid-State district consists of a major portion of Buffalo, Hall, and Mer- 
rick Counties located in the very fertile Platte River Valley of central Nebraska. 

Our district was organized by farsighted local leaders to provide surface- 
water irrigation to farms where ground water was not available in sufficient 
amounts and to provide flood protection for the valley lands against floodwaters 
coming out of the hills to the north. 

The eminent hydraulic engineer, Adolph F. Meyer, of Minneapolis, Minn., was 
engaged in 1943 to design a project for these two needs. Local funds amount- 
ing to over $180,000 were raised from 1943 to 1948 to pay for Mr. Meyer’s serv- 
ices and for the cost of filing applications with the State of Nebraska for water 
rights to the Platte River water for lands in the area and for promotion of this 
development. 

Mr. Meyer designed a project, which included a series of 23 interconnected 
ravine reservoirs, into which the river flow could be diverted and stored for ir- 
rigation and power. The reservoirs were spaced at the base of the foothills to 
intercept the floodwaters out of the hills, thus stopping flood damage and serving 
tosupplement the supply of water diverted from the Platte River. 

Study of the water conservancy district laws of Colorado and of other States 
led us to believe that, with the taxing powers provided in such laws and with the 
potential power revenues indicated in the Meyer plans, a project such as the 
proposed Mid-State district could be self-liquidating and could be financed through 
the sale of revenue bonds. 

A reclamation district law was drafted and, when submitted to the Nebraska 
State Legislature in 1947, was passed unanimously. The constitutionality of 
the new law was tested in the courts and was sustained in 1950 by the Supreme 
Court of the State of Nebraska. 

The decision specifically upheld the validity of the organization of Nebraska 
Mid-State Reclamation District and established the authority of the district to 
levy and collect the taxes on all tangible property in the district as provided for 
in the Nebraska reclamation law. 

Meanwhile, interest rates on private financing increased sharply, the prices of 
construction materials and labor spiraled upward, and the price of electrical 
energy declined, because of the offering in our area of power from Missouri 
River Basin installations. 

mee developments made it impossible to continue plans for a self-liquidating 
project. 

During this same period, irrigation developed at a rapid rate. The rapid ex- 
pansion of the number of irrigation wells in our area caused a serious drop in 
the ground water table. It has become evident that we are withdrawing our 
ground water faster than it is being replenished from present natural sources. 
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It is evident that water must be impounded locally and be spread on the lands 
by gravity irrigation to supplement our ground water supply and preserve our 
economy. 

Many millions of dollars are invested in our area in wells, land leveling, jp. 
provements, and farm operating equipment. We believe that our district has one 
of the highest assessed valuations of any reclamation district in our country ang 
therefore offers the highest type of assurance for repayment of a Government 
loan. 

In 1948 our assessed valuation was about $81 million. In 1958, 10 years later 
that amount has increased to $114 million. (Assessed valuations for tax pur. 
poses in Nebraska are 35 percent of actual value. ) 

To date, the people of the district have contributed over $900,000 through pub- 
lic subscription and taxes for the development of this project. They also voted 
in a special election held in the fall of 1957 to continue this support. The voters 
gave the district an overwhelming vote of 85 percent in favor of continuance 
of the district, knowing that continuance carried with it an annual mill tax 
levy. 

Local support is also demonstrated by the landowners who have signed letters 
of intent to buy irrigation water for over 113,000 acres. These signed letters 
are from the landowners exclusively. With a district area of 550,000 acres, 
there surely can be no doubt that the remaining 27,000 acres will be signed up 
long before water from the project is available. 

We do not propose to develop additional acres in an untried, virgin area. Our 
disrict has a established ecnomy. Our farms lie in a fertile valley and are ip 
high production. 

It is the purpose of the Mid-State project to stabilize the economy of the 
district. We most certainly aim to cure the threat of production decreases, 
However, the computations of our Nation‘s best analysts and statisticians show 
that by the time the benefits of the Mid-State project are reflected in the mar. 
kets, our expanding population will require greatly increased crop production. 

Another point which I feel should be called to the attention of this committee 
is that we are downstream from all other Platte River projects, so we are not 
in controversy with any other State or with any other project in the State of 
Nebraska over the water which is proposed to be impounded for the benefit of 
the Mid-State area. Letters from our own Governor and Governors of other 
Missouri River Basin States, filed with this committee, express consent and 
approval of our project. 

Our situation is truly a desperate one, and our people are deeply concerned. 
We are in trouble—water trouble. A critical condition exists and we are 
obliged to forsake our original do-it-yourself plan and to seek Federal aid 
through loans and grants to achieve the benefits of our project at the earliest 
possible moment. Every day that passes without the impounding of every foot 
of available surface water is a serious economic loss to our area and increases 
the threat of ever-mounting losses. 

We are not asking for relief. We need help. 

We ask that you provide our project the same Federal flood-control grants 
as have been regularly made to other projects having flood-control features. 

We ask for Federal funds for the fish, wildlife, and recreation benefits of our 
project. 

We ask for an interest-free Federal loan of the funds needed for construction 
of the irrigation features. 

Most of all, though, we respectfully and earnestly urge you to expedite the 
consideration of our bill and that you give your authorization of our project 
now, in this session, so that we may continue our further detailed planning 
while we are awaiting appropriations for the construction of our project. 

In closing, I express to you the sincere appreciation of the Mid-State district 
for arranging to hold this hearing early in this session. We know that we have 
a good and a feasible project. We feel we are among understanding and sym- 
pathetic friends. Although we shall await your decision with some anxiety, we 
have a large degree of confidence that your action will indicate that you share 
our conviction that we have a good project, and also we can and will repay in 
full the indebtedness to the Federal Government which we are agreeing to 
assume. 

Thank you. 





Mr. Rocers. Mr. Trommershausen, you may proceed. 
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM E. TROMMERSHAUSEN, PRINCIPAL ENGI- 
NEER, R. W. BECK & ASSOCIATES, CONSULTING ENGINEERS 


Mr. TrommersHAUSEN. Mr. Chairman, Congressman Aspinall, Con- 

an Cunningham, Congressman McGinley, from Nebraska, and 

other members of the committee, my name is William E. Trommer- 

ghausen. I am a principal engineer and a partner of R. W. Beck & 

Associates, consulting engineers. Our firm has been employed as con- 
sulting engineer for the district since July 1953. ; ead 

We prepared a comprehensive engineering and economic feasibility 
report on the Mid-State project entitled, “Mid-State Project Report,” 
dated April 25, 1958. This basic report was used by the district to 
support its request for project authorization during the 1958 session 
of Congress and served as the basis for testimony by myself at the 1958 
hearings of the Subcommittees on Irrigation and Reclamation of both 
the House and the Senate on H.R. 10825 and S. 3297. 

The district continues to consider that the April 25, 1958, Mid-State 
project report is still the basic report. Our firm has, however, pre- 
pared a supplemental review of the Mid-State project report which 
sets forth the progress and effect of developments since the prepara- 
tion of the basic report. 

It is our understanding that copies of the basic Mid-State project 
report and supplemental review have been made available or are avail- 
able to the members of the subcommittee. 


DISCUSSION OF PROJECT BENEFITS 


A brief description of the Mid-State project was presented at the 
1958 congressional hearings, and we understand that the official tran- 
script of those hearings on H.R. 10825, printed as Serial No. 27, can be 
considered as a part of this record at least for reference purposes. 

With your permission, therefore, I will point out only a few of the 
outstanding features of the project for the benefit of the new members 
of the subcommittee, briefly summarize the progress that has been 
made on resolving certain questions raised by members of this sub- 
committee during the hearing last year, and then hold myself open 
to questions from the subcommittee. 

The Mid-State project is a locally sponsored multipurpose reclama- 
tion project which will produce irrigation, flood control, fish and 
wildlife and recreation benefits as determined by Federal agencies in 
accordance with present practices, amounting to over $314 million 
annually. 

Inasmuch as the major features of the project, being rolled earth- 
fill dams, have a useful life far in excess of 100 years, the total benefits 
from the project to be the people of Nebraska and to the United States 
as a whole will ultimately be hundreds of millions of dollars. 

Recognizing the need for developing and conserving the natural 
resources in the area, local people began to formulate plans for a 
project as far back as 1943. They employed one of the Nation’s lead- 
ing hydraulic engineers, Mr. Adolph Meyer of Minneapolis, to lay out 
the basic features of a project which would make full use of all the 
area’s resources. 

To underwrite this work, local contributions were solicited and re- 
ceived in the amount of $180,000. 
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Since the district was formed in 1948, the peopie of the distrig 
have voted to tax themselves in the amount of $720,000 which money 
has been used to bring the project to its present state of development, 
Our current estimates show that these same people will contribute ap 
additional $18 million toward project costs during the 60-year pro. 
posed repayment period used in our study, from ad valorem taxes, 

The Mid-State project, as proposed, makes beneficial use of the yp. 
appropriated Platte River flows for agricultural purposes before jt 
is discharged into the Missouri and then down to the Gulf of Mexico, 

The winter flows of the Platte River will be diverted through g 
supply canal which will convey the water to some 28 reservoirs lyin 
in the hills to the north of the broad Platte Valley. These hillside 
reservoirs will be formed by placing dams across existing ravines 
which open onto the valley floor. 

The lands which will be inundated, therefore, consist primarily of 
eroded pastureland. Only a small percentage of productive farm. 
land will be covered by the reservoir system. 

The water travels some 60 miles downstream through the reservoir 
and canal system. There are five levels in the the reservoir system, 
each about 90 feet lower than the previous one. The water, in falling 
from one reservoir system to another, can produce hydroelectric 
energy which the district will undertake to develop. 

It is planned to build one hydroelectric generating plant as a part 
of the basic project for project pumping use and to develop the other 
three sites for commercial power when a favorable market is found 
for this type of power in Nebraska. 

It is expected that such a power market will be available by 1965 
which is about the earliest date that the Mid-State Reservoir could 
be constructed if authorization is granted this year. The total power 
potential of four sites is 60,000 kilowatts of which the district will 
develop 15,000 at tle Prairie Creek site for project use. 

In addition to storing water for irrigation needs, these hillside 
reservoirs will coliect and store flood waters from the streams and 
gullies which presently flow uncontrolled onto the valley floor. 

The reservoir system’s 24,000 acres of normal surface area and hun- 
dreds of miles of shoreline will provide fish and wildlife and reerea- 
tional benefits heretofore unavailable to this agricultural area. 

This public use is fully described in a comprehensive report on the 
Mid-State project by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, dated May 
1957, which report was approved by the Secretary of the Interior. 

Since the 1958 congressional hearings, a new Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act has been enacted by the Congress. In response to 
an inquiry from Mid-State, the Under Secretary of the Interior, in 
a letter dated February 2, 1959, concluded that there is no need for 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to file a supplemental report, 
since the Mid-State project as planned, although not a Federal proj- 
ect, does include measures for fish and wildlife such as the Depart- 
ment of the Interior would like to see in such projects. 

Although flood control, recreation and fish and wildlife benefits of 
the project are highly important, on both a monetary and an intan- 
gible basis, the irrigation benefits constitute the largest share of the 
estimated $3,600,000 annual project benefits since they are conserya- 
tively estimated to be $2,255,000 per year. 
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The annual irrigation benefit is based on providing irrigation serv- 
ice to 140,000 acres of rich agricultural lands which lands are now 
under cultivation and producing crops. Of this total, an estimated 
96,000 acres are presently irrigated from private wells which are 

umping from a rapidly diminishing ground water supply. The 
Palance of the 140,000 acres expected to contract fer irrigation service 
is presently producing crops without benefit of irrigation, _ 

here are some 360,000 acres within the district’s boundaries which 
are considered irrigable by the Bureau of Reclamation, An estimated 
950,000 acres of land are now being irrigated by tapping the under- 
und water supply with an estimated 4,800 to 4,900 wells. 

Records over the past 13 years, maintained by the district in cooper- 
ation with the State of Nebraska and the U.S. Geological Survey, show 
this underground supply is being rapidly depleted and that normal 
precipitation is not sufficient to recharge the ground water supply. 

These findings are supported by the studies made by Mr. E. C. Reed, 
director of conservation and survey division of the University of 
Nebraska. An excellent and informative statement concerning this 
development will be submitted to this subcommittee by Mr. Reed. 

The Mid-State project, by providing surface irrigation water to an 
estimated 140,000 acres and by containing features designed for the 
specific purpose, will replenish and stabilize the underground water 
resource. 

Unfortunately, present Federal methods of project evaluation do not 
take into account such ground water recharge benefits although many 
supporters of the project, including Mr. Adolph F. Meyer, its original 
designer, consider this to be the most important economic benefit of 
the project. 

PROJECT COSTS AND FINANCIAL REQUIREMENTS 


The annual irrigation benefits of the project were estimated by the 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation; the flood control benefits were estimated 
by the Corps of Engineers; the recreation benefits were estimated by 
the National Park Service; and the fish and wildlife benefits were 
estimated by the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

In the April 25, 1958, Mid-State project report, cost allocation and 
benefit-cost studies were made by us using benefits as estimated by 
these agencies and using cost estimates which had been accepted by the 
board of directors of Mid-State. 

These cost estimates which total $74,038,500, based upon 1958 prices 
without allowance for price escalation, for the overall project, consist 
of estimates of the individual features some of which are U.S. Bureau 
of Reclamation estimates, some of which are Black & Veatch esti- 
mates, which firm acted as consulting engineers for the Secretary of 
the Interior in 1957, and some of which are estimates prepared by 
R. W. Beck & Associates. 

We are confident that the cost estimates as set forth in the basic 
project report are adequate to construct the project provided that a 
reasonable construction schedule is established and final design criteria 
to fit the Mid-State project is established by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion reasonably soon after project authorization. 
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FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION 


During the 1958 hearings the question was raised several times 
concerning the Federal responsibility for approval of final designs 
and inspection of construction. It has been our position that these 
matters would be worked out with the Secretary of the Interior ag g 
part of the repayment contract. 

In this regard, the Bureau of Reclamation have previously advised 
us that their current estimate of cost for preparing basic design 
criteria, approval of plans, specifications, and construction contracts, 
and inspection of work during construction was $250,000, a figure 
that we deem reasonable for an anticipated 10-year construction 
schedule. 

We are also of the opinion that the 10-percent allowance for engi- 
neering and general administration included in the estimates js 
sufficient to include the Bureau of Reclamation costs if an orderly 
construction program is established and followed and if final design 
criteria are clearly established so that design work does not have to 
be modified substantially or redone. 

It should be further noted that our April 1958 Mid-State project 
report, page XITI-—5, made reference to the inclusion of annual loan 
service and inspection costs of the Bureau of Reclamation, as esti- 
mated by them, and annual flood control inspection costs of the Corps 
of Engineers, as estimated by us. 


ALLOCATION OF PROJECTS COSTS 


Using the above-mentioned benefits and cost estimates and apply- 
ing the separable cost-remaining benefits method of cost allocation, 
as recommended by the Assistant Secretary of the Interior, the re- 
sults of our studies show the following allocations: 


ur Ch “GPEC Dc ar ees aa Beate $45, 815, 800 
pices control (non-reimbursable) ..... ee 17, 196, 800 
Fish and wildlife (nonreimbursable) —......._.--_-------------- 10, 862, 900 
PERCENT FORTE TORING) 2. fs. os od een b dagen de wns 163, 000 

PU ON a ae a a Era _..... 74, 088, 500 


CORPS OF ENGINEER STUDIES 


Following the 1958 congressional hearings, the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the House Commit- 
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs, which conducted the House Hear- 
ings, requested the Corps of Engineers, Department of the Army, to 
make certain economic studies regarding the flood control aspects of 
the proposed Mid-State project and to report the results thereof. 

These studies were made by the Omaha district office of the Corps 
of Engineers, which office had previously supplied the basic flood- 
benefit data used in the cost allocation studies for the April 1958 
Mid-State report. 

The results cf these studies have been forwarded to the chairman of 
the House subcommittee from the Office of the Chief of Engineers 
in a letter dated April 9, 1959. 

A copy of this letter was forwarded to the chairman of the board 
of directors of Mid-State in accordance with a request made in January 
of this year. 


CO! 


tio 


-_ 


( 





= ee wy 


=e 


e!|ssse 


he 
it- 
r- 


of 


ps 
vd - 
58 


ers 


rd 


Wry 


MID-STATE PROJECT, NEBRASKA 91 


Cost-allocation studies on both 50- and 100-year economic project 
life were made for the information of the committee pursuant to their 
request. The 100-year period is used by the Bureau of Reclamation 
in studying reclamation projects such as Mid-State, whereas the ( ‘orps 
of Engineers use a 50-year period in studying flood control projects. 

During the 1958 congressional hearings, the representative for the 
Corps of Engineers indicated that in their opinion the Mid-State bill 
should reflect local sharing of the allocated flood control costs. 

The Corps of Engineers seem to take a similar position in their 
latest letter. We have carefully reviewed this matter in considerable 
detail and have found no instances where local sharing of the allocated 
flood control costs have heretofore been applied to multipurpose recla- 
mation projects which have received congressional authorization. ; 

With respect to the trend in the development of multipurpose proj- 
ects, such as Mid-State, we quote from an excellent statement made 
by Reclamation Commissioner W. A, Dexheimer at the 1958 meeting 
of the National Reclamation Association : 


Although competition for water and land among the many diverse interests 
is becoming keener and keener, physical resources are stil present in sufficient 
undeveloped capacities to meet much of our future requirements, provided—and 
this is a major point—we use them properly. We must continue to urge 
development, but we must also assure that any proposed development include 
multipurpose use. 

Development must be cooperative and coordinated. The opportunities for 
single-purpose projects are practically exhausted. Today we find that irriga- 
tion, flood control, power, fish and wildlife, recreation, pollution control, munici- 
pal and industrial needs, and other varied uses are competing in the market for 
additional water. Each alone cannot in most instances justify the cost associated 
with full development. 


Working as a team rather than as competitors, these various functions can 
justify maximum utilization of the resource. This unified effort is a prerequisite 
of future planning and construction. 

We concur with Mr. Dexheimer that many multipurpose reclama- 
tion projects will be found among those natural resource projects that 
will be developed in the future. 

However, if such projects, in addition to paying the reimbursable 
costs which are presently applied to reclamation projects, are further 
required to assume local sharing of the allocated flood-control costs 
as recommended by the Corps of Engineers for Mid-State, we are 
of the opinion that the reclamation program will be adversely affected 
and may be soon brought toa halt. 

We fully recognize, however, that the matter of whether local 
groups should be required to make substantial contribution toward 
the cost of flood-control facilities for a reclamation project, such as 
Mid-State, is not an engineering matter; instead it is clearly a basic 
policy matter and as such merits the full consideration of the mem- 
bers of this Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the 
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee. 


BUREAU OF RECLAMATION COST ESTIMATES 


During the 1958 congressional hearings, the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion presented an overall estimate of cost for the project of $84,210,800 


as compared to our composite estimate of financial requirements of 
$74,038,500 or a difference of $10,172,300. 
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During our subsequent review of these costs with the Bureay of 
Reclamation, we found that the major area of difference was in the 
estimated cost of the power stioetseken for future development. 

The Bureau of Reclamation, by letters of July and December 1 
modified their designs and have, therefore, been in a position to reyiga 
their cost estimates downward to $81,467,000 thereby reducing the 
spread in costs to about $7,500,000. 

Since these estimates were made, the Bureau of Reclamation fgg 
under active consideration and study a 25,000-acre project in the 
Willamette Valley in Oregon, which will use natural water channels 
as water carriers in much the same manner as is proposed for the 
Mid-State project. After the final details are worked out on both 
projects, it 1s expected that the slight spread in estimated costs for the 
distribution system can also be narrowed. 

It has also been brought to our attention that the Bureau of Reela- 
mation has recently constructed an outdoor-type, 15,000 kilowatt 
hydroelectric plant—Green Spring, Oreg—which may have appl- 
cability at the Prairie Creek site on the Mid-State project. If during 
the final designs it proves feasible to use an outdoor or semioutdoor 
plant for the Mid-State project, the spread in cost estimates on thig 
item will be further reduced. 

With respect to some difference in drainage estimates, it should 
be noted that there appear to be no serious drainage problems ip 
the area with more than 260,000 acres presently under irrigation from 
wells. 

According to the “letters of intent” survey completed last year, 
an estimated 96,000 of such acres will purchase irrigation servies 
from the Mid-State project so these acres just have a change in water 
supply without materially affecting the drainage problems, 

There is ample protection for the Federal Government in the Ne 
braska situation, however, for the Nebraska reclamation law of 1947 
permits the levy of a third mill on all property within the district, 
The revenues from such a tax levy cou be used to finance drainage 
facilities, should such facilities be needed in the future. This a 
sumption is supported by an opinion from the general counsel of 
Mid-State. 

In summary, it can be stated that the differences in these cost esti- 
mates have never been significant and in this the Bureau of Reclama 
tion is in agreement. The latest development in reduction of costs 
on the power penstocks by the Bureau is a good indication of the 
interest of the parties to reaching common ground on such estimates. 

It can be further expected that in the design phase both parties will 
be seeking ways to further reduce costs. 

A check of cost indexes published regularly by the Bureau of 
Reclamation for the type of construction included in the Mid-Staté 
project, shows that there has been no appreciable change in thes 
indexes from 1958 to 1959. 

The Federal interstate highway program may have some effect on 
this situation as the modern earth-moving equipment being develo 
for the highway program can be effectively used on the éarth-fi 
dams and canals on the Mid-State project, which features represetil 
more than 60 percent of the project costs. 

It should be noted that during the period, 1955 to January 1, 1988 
the Bureau of Reclamation had expended some $139,000 in studies and 
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Si taiieoring stxciee es including payment for the independ- 

ent engineering studies by Black & Veatch, of Kansas City, for the 

Secretary of the Interior. i fe 
Mid-State has agreed to have this amount charged to the irrigation 


*Tollowing the general principles of the Small Reclamation Projects 
Act, Mid-State also compensated the Bureau of Reclamation for advi- 
sory services—both technical and economic—during the preparation of 
Mid-State project report of 1958 in the amount of $19,000. 

In this way, the Bureau of Reclamation has been able to follow 
rather closely the technical and economic studies being made by 
Mid-State. 

It is recognized, however, that the Bureau staff does not have a 
detailed understanding of this major project such as they would have 
if it were developed by them. 

We are of the opinion, however, that the staff of the Bureau of 
Reclamation have had ample opportunity to acquaint themselves 
with the basic features and requirements of the Mid-State project for 
certainly the 1958 Mid-State project report is as detailed and com- 

rehensive as the reports customarily put out by the Bureau of 

Jamation for their own projects. 

It is fully recognized, however, that additional technical and eco- 
nomic studies will have to be made by the Bureau of Reclamation 
after the Mid-State project is authorized and before the Secretary of 
the Interior can make the required certifications as set forth in the 


proposed Mid-State bill. 
CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 


It is estimated that the construction of the major project features, 
including sufficient distribution facilities to serve the first block of 
some 80,000 acres, will take about 4 years. This construction period 
would, however, be preceded by a 214 to 3-year preconstruction period 
during which time geological studies, surveys, final type hydraulic 
studies, model testing, final selection of sites, preparation of plans 
and specifications, and acquisition of rights-of-way and land for 
reservoirs would be substantially completed. 

The foregoing initial period, totaling 7 years out of a 12- to 13-year 
construction period is shown in chart form on page V—19 of the April 
1958 Mid-State project report. 

Also included on the chart is an estimate of the annual financial 
requirements which would serve as a guide for appropriation requests 
after project is authorized. A copy of this “Construction and Ex- 

nditure Schedule” is hereby submitted, and it is requested that it 

included in the record of these hearings. 


ECONOMIC AND FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 


Before undertaking the important economic and financial analysis, 
Mid-State conferred with the Office of the Secretary of the Interior, 
the Commissioner’s Office of the Bureau of Reclamation and with the 
regional office of the Bureau at Denver as we desired to follow proce- 
dures that would normally be followed by Federal agencies. 
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We received advice to use the “separable costs-remaining benefits” 
method of cost allocation, which we find from experience on this 
project to be an appropriate and equitable method of allocating costs 

For convenience of reference, we are including a tabulation show. 
ing the results of the “benefit-cost analysis” on a 100-year basis using 
the cost allocations resulting from an application of the “separable 
costs-remaining benefits” formula to the $74,038,500 total project 
cost as estimated by us. 

Interest during construction was considered as an economic cost 
in conformity with Federal practices. The anuual operating, main- 
tenance, and replacement costs, as estimated by us in the total amount 
of $814,700, were used in such studies. In this respect, we are pleased 
to report that in a recent reanalysis of such costs, the Bureau of Reela- 
mation has reported comparable annual costs of $825,000. 

The results of the benefit-cost analysis follow below: 


Benefit-cost ratios 
Fish and 


Total iad wildlife Recreation 
Irrigation | Flood | r 
control 
Total benefits. .__. 3" 1.06 | 1.02 1.15 13.75 
Direct benefits only - - | 1.05 | 0. 84 1.02 | 1.15 13.75 


Attention is called to the 13.75 benefit-cost ratio for recreation 
which appears to be high when compared to the other functions, 
This result is due to the present Federal policy on allocation of proj- 
ect costs to recreation. We were advised by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion acting as technical advisers in this matter that only the cost of 
minimum basic recreation facilities should be allocated to recreation. 

Therefore, no joint project costs were allocated to recreation and 
when the cost of the minimum basic facilities—$163,000—is com- 
pared to the benefits—$480,000 annually—on an annual basis, the 
results are a 13.75 to 1.0 benefit-cost ratio. 

In accordance with usual procedures followed in engineering re- 
ports prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation, we also included as an 
appendix to the April 1958 mid-State project report cost allocations 
and benefit-cost studies conforming to the requirements of Bureau 
of the Budget circular A-47. These studies showed the following 
results using a 50-year plus 5-year development for a total 55-year 
period of analysis: 

A-47 cost allocation 


I a ac ccs alae aie ent betaine nhceapiaenak ih id OigE ie egiciinsc abated $45, 906, 300 
nk ee eee 15, 596, 900 
a alah aewbiveiecnickinn Sinceialgalioenaierintsseines ee 12, 372, ; 
I a ad chs al carcnse co ereeleagl 163, 000 
a) Sea is sO at hah iael 74, 038, 500 


The overall project benefit-cost ratio under Circular A-47 criteria 
is 1.02 using total benefits and 0.72 for direct benefits only. 


REPAYMENT OF THE IRRIGATION LOAN 


After completing the usual economic analysis and arriving at 2 
probable allocation of $45,815,800 to irrigation, which would be the 
amount of the interest-free irrigation loan requested by Mid-State, 
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the Board of Directors requested that we recommend a per acre-foot 
of water charge that would assure repayment of the irrigation loan in 
the 60-year payment period recommended for this project by the 
Department of Interior. 

From a detailed year-to-year pro forma operating statement— 
which appears in detail in section XIII of the basic Mid-State project 
report of April 1958—it was determined that a water rate of $5.50 per 
acre-foot of water delivered to the farm headgate, with a $7 per acre 
minimum annual charge together with ad valorem taxes collected 
from a 2-mill levy on all tangible property within the district, would 
produce sufficient revenues to pay all costs of operation, maintenance 
and replacement and repay the proposed Federal irrigation loan well 
within a period of 60 years from the date of delivery of water to 
each block of land in the project. 

We also reported that the average annual cost of water over the 
payout period of some $9.31 per acre was within the repayment 
capacity of the Mid-State lands tentatively established by the Bureau 
of Reclamation at Mid-State’s request. 

After giving due consideration to these factors, the annual tax 
levy expected to be borne by the irrigators—and other property 
owners in the district—the investment already made by irrigators 
in leveled land, local drainage systems, wells and pumps, the Board 
of Directors of Mid-State considered that the aforementioned tenta- 
tive water charge of $5.50 per acre-foot with a $7 per acre minimum 
annual charge was reasonable for Mid-State project irrigation 
service. 

This study of repayment ability later served as the basis for the de- 
termination by the Mid-State board of directors that the $45,815,800 
allocated to irrigation rounded to $46 million represents the limit 
that should be repaid by the irrigators over a 60-year period. 

As consulting engineers for Mid-State, it has been our understand- 
ing that Mid-State expected the $46 million figure would be increased 
or decreased by the application of the construction cost indices specifi- 
cally provided for in the proposed Mid-State bill. 

Based upon our studies, we concluded that all factors considered, 
there was adequate security for a Federal irrigation loan to the Mid- 
State project of some $46 million with the proposed statutory repay- 
ment period of 60 years. 





EFFECT OF THE MID-STATE PROJECT ON WATER POLLUTION 


In response to suggestions made by the U.S. Public Health Service 
in its comments on the Mid-State project report before this subcom- 
mittee last June, we have made an investigation into the problem of 
water pollution in the Mid-State project area. 

We found that the Nebraska Department of Health has had an 
active program of development of sewage treatment plants by all mu- 
nicipalities along the Platte River for the principal reason that the 
minimum normal flows in the river and its principal tributaries in 
some year's was not sufficient to handle raw sewage. 

The Nebraska Department of Health reports to us that the cities of 
Grand Island, Gibbon, Shelton, Wood River, Elm Creek, Overton, 
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and Central City all have sewage treatment facilities which are ade. 
quate to take care not only of immediate but reasonable future needs, 

The report, further advises that Kearney has plans now underway 
for construction of a sewage treatment facility. 

Inasmuch as none of the municipalities in the area are now depend- 
ing on minimum stream flows in the Platte River for sewage dilution 
the Mid-State development will create no damages to any of the 
municipalities. 

In June 1950 the U.S. Public Health Service published a report 
entitled, “Lower Platte River Basin, Water Pollution Investigation,” 
which report was made at the request of the Bureau of Reclamation 
and the Nebraska State Departmen of Healh. 

This report included findings as to the effect of the comprehensive 
Bureau of Reclamation plan for the lower Platte River Basin as part 
of the Missouri Basin project. These findings showed that only the 
city of Gibbon on the Wood River would suffer any annual tangible 
damages—$800 per year—from the proposed Bureau plan for regu- 
lation of flows in the Platte and its tributaries. Since that report was 
published, the town of Gibbon has constructed sewage treatment 
facilities and does not now put untreated sewage into the Wood River, 

It should be further noted that the Mid-State project follows a 
different plan for this area than was originally proposed by the 
Bureau of Reclamation, and the studies made therein cannot be 
directly applied to the Mid-State project. 

For instance, Wood River will be used as an irrigation carrier 
under the Mid-State plan which will increase summer flows and 
thereby benefit those local municipalities having sewage-treatment 
plants by providing dilution of the treated effluent. 

The Nebraska Public Health Service confirms our findings that 
all of the municipalities in the area use wells as their supply of aur 
The cities and iatantadia are therefore, not in the least dependent upon 
surface waters for municipal or industrial purposes. 

The problem of mosquito control mentioned by the U.S. Public 
Health Service is fully recognized by irrigated areas in Nebraska. 
The farmers in the area have learned to use water providently due 
to burdensome pumping charges. The water charges proposed for the 
Mid-State project likewise are not cheap by Midwest standards, and 
it will be necessary for the irrigators to practice good irrigation man- 
agement in order to compete successfully with other agricultural 
areas. Waste waters woul, therefore, be held to a minimum. 

Normal operations and maintenance of the project will aid in 
keeping mosquito production to a minimum. luni as major 
sources of habitat favorable for the production of mosquitoes accom- 
pany seepage and drainage problem areas, it should be noted again 
that the Mid-State district, under Nebraska reclamation law, has suf- 
ficient taxing authority to take care of future drainage problems over 
and above what is provided for in the initial estimates. 

It is not expected, therefore, that mosquito control is going to de- 
velop as a major problem in the Mid-State area. 

The constructive comments offered by the U.S. Public Health 
Service have been helpful in that they served to stimulate a reevalua- 
tion of these problems which are quite common in most irrigated 
areas. 
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INSTALLATION OF POWER PENSTOCKS 


During the 1958 congressional hearings, there was some discussion 
on the advisability of adding power penstocks at the three commercial 
power sites of the project. Our studies indicated that the justifiable 
expenditure for power penstocks was $5,918,000 as compared to an 
estimated construction cost of installing such features of $1,862,000. 

The Bureau of Reclamation came in with a substantially higher 
installation estimate; however, they have subsequently modified their 
basic designs for these penstocks and now report an estimated cost 
of $1,149,000 for the three commercial power sites. The economic 
feasibility of the penstock installation is now fully justified. 

The remaining question relates to the time that the penstocks may 
actually be put to use. Within recent months, the Bureau of Recla- 
mation has announced that by 1963 the firm power available to pref- 
erence customers in the Missouri Basin would not exceed 83 to 85 

rcent of the power requirements. 

It is clear, therefore, that all power distributors in the area will be 
seeking supplemental sources of power supply and the power potential 
of the Mid-State project will be sought after, following project auth- 
orization, and the prospective developers can establish a reasonable 
timetable for such future power development. 

Mid-State has on file applications from two power agencies which 
are interested in studying the possibility of developing one ore more 
of the commercial power sites under the plan of leasing falling water 
rights. 

These matters are more fully developed in section X of the April 
1958 Mid-State project report and in the same numbered section in 
the March 1959 supplemental review. 


PROJECT LANDS AND AGRICULTURAL ECONOMY 


Included in the March 1959 supplemental review are three maps 
of Hall, Buffalo, and Merrick Counties, showing the distribution of 
the 113,000 acres of land for which letters of intent to contract for 
Mid-State irrigation service were secured during calendar 1958. 

In our opinion, this .is an excellent showing of interest. The dis- 
tribution of the lands indicates that a favorable layout of the dis 
tribution system can be achieved to serve the final lands selected to 
receive irrigation service. 

It should be noted that the pattern commonly followed by the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation in serving whole blocks of lands which meet land 
classification standards will not and cannot be followed on the Mid- 
State project due to the different kind of development contemplated 
in the Mid-State area. 

Under Nebraska reclamation law, the board of directors is respon- 
sible for selecting or rejecting the application for irrigation service 
from landowners in the area. This provision assures that only lands 
susceptible to sustained irrigation will be served and further permits 
control over the type of distribution system which will ultimately be 
constructed. 

_ With respect to the-agricultural economy of the area, we call atten- 
tion to an excellent and informative paper prepared by Prof. Lloyd 
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Fischer and Prof. Howard Ottoson of the Agricultural Economies 
Department of the University of Nebraska, w hich will be offered at 
this hearing by Mid-State. 

Their independent findings confirm many of the matters covered in 
the April 1958 Mid-State project report and add some new facts w hich 
will be of assistance to members of this subcommittee. 

Mr. Chairman, before I come to the conclusions, I would like to 
devote some time to covering the problem areas, may ybe in more det: ail 
than in my statement, that have been brought out by the other mem. 
bers since we came to this meeting. 

I would like the record to show that, having sat through the testi- 
mony of Commissioner Dominy yesterday, w ith respect to the state- 
ment he made concerning the Mid-State project, the statements were 
complete and they were competent. 

We have been working with Commissioner Dominy for several 
years. I have had many conferences with him and his st aff for the 
last year and a half. I ‘have found him most cooperative, and I will 
say that goes for all the Federal agencies, that, as consulting engineers 
for Mid- “State, we have worked “with. We have had excellent co- 
operation. 

This is a most difficult project for Federal agencies because they 
have a new relationship in developing this type of a project, but we 
were certainly pleased with the cooperation we have had. 

Now I might take just a few minutes at the map to explain some of 
the features in detail that were of concern yesterday. 

Mr. Rogers. That will be fine. 

Mr. Trommershausen, the first thing you should do is identify the 
map for the record. 

Mr. TroMMERSHAUSEN. Yes, sir. 

This map is “The Proposed Mid-State Project, Irrigation and 
Power Generating Facilities, January 1958, Plate A” 

It is the same map that appears in the front of the 1958 project 
report and also in the supplementary review report. It is drawn toa 
larger scale here so we will be able to follow it. 

As mentioned by Commissioner Dominy yesterday, the area to be 
irrigated in the Mid-Sitate project, which consists of the area within 
this yellow boundary, is substantially the same areas that were con- 
templated to be irrigated under the Bureau’s study under the Flood 
Control Act of 1944. 

In that study the Bureau contemplated a basin exchange of water. 
Basically, they were going to bring some Loup water into this area 
[indicating] and take some Platte water into the Republican and 
Blue River watershed area 

That plan did not fakek' “with the Nebraska law. The Nebraska 
Legislature did not see fit to amend the law to permit that projec 
to go ahead, and at that time the Mid-State district moved head full 
steam to tr y to develop this project. 

I might say that the concept of developing this project, I find has 
had precedent in Nebraska. In the late thirties there were three 
projects in Nebraska—one across the river, the Tri-County; one up 
river, Platte Valley Public Power and Irrigation District; ‘and down 
near Columbus, the Loup Public Power District. 
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Now those three districts received loans and grants from the Fed- 
eral Government to build multi-purpose features, and they constructed 
those works under the supervision of the Government. ; 

They were substantial works when you consider that the Kingsley 
Reservoir, which supplies Tri-County, is a 2 million acre-feet reser- 
yoir, and there is about 60,000 kilowatts of hydroelectric power con- 
nected with it; about 30,000 kilowatts with the Platte Valley; and 
on the Loup district, which has a project on the Loup River, there is 
40,000 kilowatt S. 

These districts had their loans in the form of GSA bonds. They 
had original grants, and the Government loaned them money on GSA 
bonds. : : 

They are not reclamation projects although they are rendering 
irrigation service. PT 

J just give you that background of those three predecessor districts 
as I am sure the Mid-State people understood and felt confident that 
they also could move forward on this. 

This project has had a great deal of seasoning. Adolph F. Meyer, 
the consulting engineer who devised this scheme of hillside reservoirs 
in order to store the waters of the Platte rather than putting dams 
across the Platte and flooding valuable land, had this basic concept 
about 15 years ago, and it has been refined and refined and reviewed 
by many consulting engineers and Government engineers to the point 
where we consider this to be a seasoned project. 

Getting back to the features, this consists essentially of [indicating] 
the diversion canal, the main supply canal, and 23 hillside reservoirs, 
all connected with canals. 

The flood-control features: Let’s take this one, for instance. This 
series of reservoir systems (Elm Creek) collects the floodwaters from 
this area and dumps them back into the Platte River through the same 
supply canal that brings the water into the system. 

Likewise, the Staghorn Reservoir collects the floods in this area 
and takes them back into the Wood River Reservoir and then to the 
Kearney Floodway into the Platte River. 

Likewise, in the upper area (Prairie Creek) the floodwaters of this 
area go into these reservoirs [indicating] and then are taken the 
shortest distance to the Platte River through a floodway. 

And down at the far end (Chapman) there could be local floods that 
would hit this area, and rather than carry them down the river they 
are taken the shortest distance to the Platte River. 

These are multipurpose canals (Kearney, Shelton, and Chapman) : 
They serve both for flood protection and as water carriers for irri- 
gation. 

The Platte River drops 8 feet per mile, and that presents quite a 
hydraulic problem for an irrigation project. 

So the design engineer decided to put at strategic locations penstocks 
for hydroelectric plants so you can develop hydroelectric power as the 
water flows from one reservoir system to another. 

In this plan, since there is drainage pumping required—seepage 
control—and since water will be pumped from the natural carriers 
which are used in part in lieu of new irrigation canals, Mid-State 
decided to develop the power at the Prairie Creek site in order to 
furnish pumping power for project purposes. The Prairie Creek 
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powerplant and the necessary transmission and distribution facilities 
are included as a part of the irrigation works. 

The other three sites are considered the commercial power sites, ang 
those are the installations where it is proposed that penstocks wil] bp 
put in these earthfill dams so that at a later time the district, usin 
its own financial resources by the sale of revenue bonds, could construct 
the commercial powerplants without expense to the Government, or 
as an alternative, the district could lease the right to use the falling 
water at those sites to another power agency in Nebraska that may 

yant to use its own resources to develop the power. ; 

For the benefit of Congressman Saylor, an explanation will be jp. 
cluded in the record at this point so that he will understand the revers. 
ible turbines upon which he raised the question yesterday, and quite 
properly so, because these are a new type of equipment for this kind of 
an. installation. 

A reversible turbine has been used in Europe for more than 20 years 
I personally am familiar with an installation in Italy and one jp 
Austria where they have been very successful. They have been used 
in England. They have been used in South America. 

TVA has recently installed one, and they are installing a large 
number of such units in the St. Lawrence project on the Canadian side, 

Essentially they can be described in this manner: The generator in 
this case can serve as a generator or as an electric motor and the tur. 
bine can serve as a turbine producing driving power or it can be used 
in reverse direction as a pump. Such machinery has now been per. 
fected so it has commercial application. 

In a project of this type where you have reservoirs backed up to 
reservoirs it is possible to pump water back up to the upper reservoir 
if it is possible to get nighttime energy from local steamplants at 
incremental rates. Let’s say, for example, 214 mills per kilowatt 
hour. 

During the nighttime you can use the unit to pump water from the 
reservoir back up the hill to this reservoir [indicating], and in the 
daytime when you need peaking power, the water goes through the 
machinery and generates peaking power. 

It takes about 1.6 kilowatt-hours of offpeak energy to deliver back 
to the system 1 kilowatt-hour of onpeak energy. 

But since peaking power, energy used during the peak period, is 
worth about three times as much as off-peak power, these units have 
economic application in some instances. 

Now I would like to point out why they are desirable in reclamation 
projects having these types of reservoirs, for these installations do no 
compete with irrigation for water. 

If, during the water cycle, you had the reservoir full so that ya 
were assured that you could carry the requirements of the next irrigs 
tion season and you had excess water coming down the river, you 
would operate these units as conventional generating plants. 

If, however, you had the reservoirs filled and the flows were very 
low in the Platte River, then you could still make power from this 


water without releasing water from the irrigation reservoir system. | 


I say from that standpoint we feel in areas where there is a tight 
situation with respect to water, where you have reservoirs back to back, 
reversible turbines will have, in our opinion, greater and greater appli- 
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cation in multipurpose projects and will be most helpful in the recla- 
mation program. 

Before I leave the map, do any members of the committee have ques- 
tions concerning the physical features? 

Mr. Rocers. Do any of the members have questions ? 

Mr. AnvErsON. I wish you would clarify that last statement about 
when the water flow is not assured. That is your last case. I did not 

uite follow your presentation. 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Yes, sir. Let us take, for example, in the 
month of April. Let’s use that for an example. In the month of 
April you have the reservoirs full and you are going to start irrigating 
in June, and there are not substantial flows coming down the Platte 
River, but you still want to make power during the month. 

You would then go to the nearest power supplier with whom you 
already had an arrangement to purchase offpeak power. 

Mr. Sravetrz. I think the point should be made that the flow in the 
Platte River is seasonal. 

Mr. TRoMMERSHAUSEN. Yes; the flow in the Platte River is seasonal, 
and there would be periods when there would be excess waters that 
could be run through the entire system for the sole purpose of making 
power, sir. 

In event of low flows, you would operate these units to pump the 
water from this reservoir back up to this one [indicating] and in the 
daytime it would generate power as it runs back. The next night you 
would take the water back up to each of these reservoirs and repeat the 
process. 

So you could operate the generating plant even during that month 
in which there is no additional water coming into the system from the 
Platte River to produce peaking power during the daytime. 

Mr. Anperson. Will these use the penstocks we have previously 
discussed, the provisional ones that you will put in now? 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anperson. In the future you would install these reversible 
turbines ? 

Mr. TromMeERSHAUSEN. That is right. 

Mr. Anperson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. AspInauu (presiding). Are there any other questions? 

I thank you, Mr. ‘Trommershausen. You may proceed with your 
other presentation. 

Mr. 'TROMMERSHAUSEN. We now come to the conclusions. 

Since the conclusions reduce the voluminous details of a compre- 
hensive project to concise statements which represent both engineer- 
ing and economic judgment of engineers and analysts, we will repro- 
duce for the convenience of the members of the subcommittee the 
conclusions reached in the original April 1958 Mid-State project re- 
port and the additional conclusions that have been arrived at during 
the preparation of the supplemental review report. Our conclusions 
are as follows: 

(1) The beneficial utilization and conservation of water and land 
resources, the propagation of fish and wildlife, the development of 
recreation opportunities, and the control of damaging floods are of 
prime importance to the local economy, to the State of Nebraska, and 
to the country as a whole. These objectives will be accomplished in 
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the Mid-State area through the coordinated multipurpose Mid-State 
project. 

I might say, when Mr. Meyer developed this proposal he was in 
consultation with the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Ep. 
gineers. The district later entered into discussion with the Fish and 
Wildlife Service and the State of Nebraska and with the Nationa] 
Park Service in an effort to assure that multipurpose use could be 
made of all the facilities constructed in this project. 

(2) Records of the U.S. Geological Survey clearly show declining 
water tables in the area. These are due to overdevelopment of well 
pumping. They make the conservation and utilization of surface 
waters vital to the economy of the area. 

Therefore, the construction of the multipurpose Mid-State project, 
through an orderly and planned program, should begin at an early 
date so that the ground water in the area can be reple ished and they 
stabilized. 

(3) The Mid-State project, as herein outlined, is sound from ap 
engineering standpoint. It makes the most beneficial use of the proj- 
ect site which we consider most favorable for multipurpose develop- 
ment. 

(4) The water su yply which is now and will be available to the 
project is deemed By ah to meet the requirement of the lands to 
be irrigated throughout all of the 60 years of the payout period, 
except for minor shortages which may be antic ‘ipated in 6 of the 60 
years. The frequency and degree of these anticipated shortages are 
considered to be tolerable. 

(5) The quality of both surface and ground waters available to 
the Mid-State project is good to excellent. This quality can be main- 
tained under the Mid-State project by sound irrigation practices, 

(6) The project lands to be irrigated are of excellent quality and 
will provide abundant diversified crops. Present project plans give 
consideration to the delivery of irrigation water to approximately 
96,000 acres of land presently relying upon existing wells for irriga- 
tion and approximately 44,000 acres of good quality arable lands 
which are now being farmed without benefit of irrigation. 

The benefits used in this report were the benefits derived by the 
Bureau of Reclamation, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S, Park 
Service and the Corps of ier ngineers through their usual procedures 

(7) The Mid-State project will provide flood protection to the 
valuable agricultural lands and ngresnpenty situated on the flood 
plains throughout the area, which lands and improvements are now 
subject to frequent and extensive flood dam: ge. 

(8) Development of the fish, wildlife, and recreation potential of 
the project has been recognized by Federal, State, and local agencies 
as an important and vital need to the local area, to the State ‘of Ne 
braska, and to the Nation. 

The physical and topographical characteristics of the project's 
reservoir and canal system and the adjoining lands and the proposed 
method of operation make it possible to accomplish these purposes at 
low cost. 

(9) The development of the power potential at the proposed 
Prairie Creek powerplant site is the most economical method of pro 
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viding the long-term power and energy requirements of the project for 
lift pumping, supplemental well pumping, and seepage control. 

(10) The market for electric power in central Nebraska continues 
to grow at a rapid rate. : 

After the potential power output of the Missouri Basin project, 
which may be allocated to Nebraska, has been fully absorbed, the esti- 
mated 50,000 kilowatts of essentially peaking power potential at the 
three remaining powersites of the project should then find a local 
market, thereby adding to the overall benefits provided by the project. 

The inclusion of power penstocks at these sites as an integral part of 
the project, as now proposed, is fully justified on the basis of maxi- 
mum potential use of a valuable resource. 

Last vear when I wrote this conclusion No. 10, the 50,000 kilowatts 
of commercial power represented about 1 year’s load growth in Ne- 
braska. So this is not adding a large unmarketable block of power 
if we can ever get the terms and conditions down to a point where you 
could develop the power and contract for the sale of it. 

At that time the second-round power allocation of the Missouri 
River Basin project had not been reduced to writing. We did not 
know at that time how much additional power would go to Nebraska. 
Nebraska was waiting on additional Federal power, and rightly so, 
because the 514 mill per killowatt-hour rate quoted by Commissioner 
Dominy yesterday was lower than our estimates of developing com- 
mercial power at the Mid-State sites. 

In addition to that, the Bureau of Reclamation allows Nebraska a 
1-mill wheeling credit, which makes Missouri Basin power in Ne- 
braska 414-mill power. So until the Missouri Basin power was fully 
absorbed by the market in Nebraska it was quite obvious you could 
not interest anyone in 6 and 7 mill power as long as they could buy it 
for a net 414 mills. 

(11) The estimated total construction cost of the Mid-State project, 
based on 1957 cost levels, including adequate allowance for contin- 
gencies, engineering, and administrative cost, is $74,038,500. 

Using the separable cost-remaining benefits method, which we ob- 
tained from Federal manuals, for cost allocation, this estimated total 
construction cost is allocated to— 

(1) Irrigation $45,815,800 ; 

(2) Flood control $17,196,800 ; 

(3) Fish and wildlife, $10,862,900; and 
(4) Recreation, $163,000. 

We should point out that those are the specific costs for recreation. 
Under present Federal procedures recreation does not bear any of the 
allocated costs. 

The amounts allocated to flood control, fish and wildlife, and recre- 
ation are expected to be paid for from proceeds of nonreimbursable 
Federal grants. The amount allocated to irrigation is to be paid from 
the proceeds of an interest-free Federal loan which is to be repaid over 
a period of not to exceed 60 years. 

(12) The project is economically justifiable by Federal standards. 
The total annual benefits will exceed the annual costs by a ratio of 
1.21 to 1 when computed on the basis of 100-year life for the major 
project facilities. The major supply canals, concrete structures, and 


earthfill dams and embankments are considered to have in excess of a 
100-year life. 
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These are earthfill dams, and in our opinion, these structures haye 
a life in excess of a hundred years. So it is reasonable to assume 
hundred years for the basis of analysis on a project of this type. 

(13) The people of the Mid-State area have demonstrated a sincere 
and definite desire to participate in the financing, construction, and 
operation of the proposed multipurpose project through local initia. 
tive. 

They have already contributed in excess of $860,000 and will con- 
tinue to contribute to the financial support of the project an estimated 
$17,650,000 to be derived from annual 2-mill ad valorem tax levies 
to be made during the 60-year period established for this project. 

There is excellent local support for this project as evidenced by 
the 514 to 1 vote in the October 1957 election in favor of continuation 
of the Mid-State Reclamation District. 

(14) Our studies show that within a 60-year period of operation 
Mid-State will be able to repay the Federal irrigation loan and pay 
all annual operation, maintenance, and replacement costs. The proj- 
ect lands have ample capacity to pay the water service charges shown 
in the study. 

The above conclusions appeared in the April 1958 Mid-State proj- 
ect report. 

I might add there the payment capacity of the land was a figure 
derived by the Bureau of Reclamation and used by us. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Are there any questions of Mr. Trommershausen on 
the conclusions of last year? In light of the fact we have the hear- 
ings at pages 61 to 78 (of 1958 hearings on H.R. 10825, serial No. 27.) 
where he was interrogated at some length on his conclusions, I think 
this would be the time for any members who wish to do so, to ask 
questions. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Asprnauu. Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris. I would like to ask a question with regard to the eco- 
nomic ratio. You have a ratio of 1.21 to 1 on total benefits contrib- 
uted over a 100-year period. If you compute the ratio of direct bene- 
fits over a 50-year period, what do you get? Have you done that! 

Mr. TroMMERSHAUSEN. Yes, we did, sir. 

Mr. Morris. What were they ? 

Mr. TromMersHAUSEN. In our last year’s report (April 1958) we 
made an analysis under the Bureau of the Budget Cireuiaé A-4T 
which uses a 50-year period of analysis. Using the Mid-State costs 
of $74 million, sir, the benefit-cost ratio for the entire project was 
1.02 to1. That is with total benefits. 

For direct benefits only, the benefit-cost ratio on a 50-year basis is 
0.72 to 1. 

Mr. Morris. 0.72 to1? 

Mr. TrommersHavsEN. That is correct. 

Mr. Morris. That is on a 50-year basis using direct benefits only ! 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gentleman one 
engineering question that actually does not have anything to do with 
this project, but it will just take a minute, if I may. 

Mr. Asprnauu. If you wish to edify char you go ahead. 

Mr. Morris. Which is the most economical method of producing 
electric power, steam generation or hydroelectric? 
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Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Congressman Morris, you have asked me a 

very broad question. I could not give a specific answer to a question 
that broad because there are areas where you have a favorable river 
site and a favorable water flow, such as in Congressman Ullman’s 
State, where you can generate hydroelectric power and sell it for 344 
mills a kilowatt hour. The lowest figure I have seen for steam elec- 
tric generated power in the Northwest is 514 to 6 mills per kilowatt 
hour. ; ' 
Now in the Missouri Basin, where the power is presently being sold 
by the Bureau at 51% mills a kilowatt hour, the costs of new modern 
steamplants going into that area are ranging from 534 to 7 mills a 
kilowatt hour. 

So that is the best range I can give you on it. I could not give you 
a definite answer to that broad question. 

Mr. Morris. Are you familiar with the cost analysis, say, in the 
Virginia-Maryland area ? 

Ar. TROMMERSHAUSEN. No, sir. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. Let the acting chairman say to his colleague: the fig- 
ures that some of us heard last night involved a top figure of 60 mills 
for some power produced by one energy as 3 to 4 produced by coal. It 
is somewhat open to a little argument. 

Mr. Morris. It seems to me quite a wide range of difference, Mr. 
Chairman, and that is one of the reasons I ask the question. 

I want to apologize to the committee for taking up their time. It 
has nothing to do with this project. 

Mr. Utiuman. Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. Uttman. First, I want to congratulate the Mid-State people for 
coming out to the Pacific Northwest to get their engineering done. 
The ain a competent firm. Are there any specific projects that 
you have handled out in the Pacific Northwest ¢ 

Mr. TrRoMMERSHAUSEN. No, Congressman Ullman. This is the first 
major reclamation project that we have undertaken. We have an 
office in Columbus, Nebr., that has been there for 22 years serving 
power and loca] and municipal interests in Nebraska. 

I started to work on this project a year and a half ago to try to 
resolve the power problem, and little by little I finally got into the ir- 
rigation phase and finally wound up having to learn the entire project. 

So this is our first experience in applying Federal formulas to a 
conservancy district type of operation. 

Mr. Uttman. You have had to work quite closely, then, with the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. TromMersHAUSEN. It has taken very close work with both tho 
Bureau and the Corps of Engineers in the field. They have been most 
cooperative. 

Mr. Uttman. Have you dealt with the Fish and Wildlife people 
also? 

Mr. TRoMMERSHAUSEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Utitman. Does the Bureau concur in your allocation proced- 
ures and results ? 

r. TRomMeERSHAUSEN. I think I can answer that in this way, 
Congressman: The allocations that appear in the 1958 report, that 
I read a few minutes ago, are those that were developed when the 
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Bureau of Reclamation technicians at Denver were employed as 
consultants to Mid-State. They assisted us in laying out the proce- 
dures inasmuch as we had never applied the Feder: al proc -edures be- 
fore, and they checked our work sheets as we went along. 

As I recall, yesterday Commissioner Dominy said that, based upon 
the $74 million estimate, his engineers generally agreed with the 
allocations that we had made. 

With respect to the higher cost estimate, I can comment on that 
when I get to the most recent conclusions. 

Mr. Uttman. That is with relation to the Bureau estimates? 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Utiman. I wish you would do that. 

You have stated that Mid-State has already paid out in excess 
of $860,000 for services. What services are involved here? Is this 
both for yourself and the Bureau of Reclamation ? 

Mr. TroMMERSHAUSEN. Yes, sir; legal services and management 
and organizational. All the expenses ‘they have had in the 15-year 
period ‘they have been working in dev eloping this project, sir. 

Mr. Utiman. Under your contract, would you go forward and 
supervise the actual construction if this legislation would pass? 

Mr. TromMersHavsen. No, sir. Our arrangement with the Mid- 
State District, as we have w ith many clients, is that we have agreed to 
perform certain services, which are set forth in the contract, for 
which we are paid at our hourly labor rates plus a percentage over- 
ride on the labor. 

We have done all the work for the Mid-State project since 1954 
on that arrangement. 

Mid-State has not taken any steps to select the construction engi- 
neer who will be responsible for the design and supervision of this 
construction after the project is authorized. We, of course, would 
hope to qualify for that, but the district has made no commitment 
to us. 

We can say that our interest here has been to bring the project up 
to the stage of authorization. 

Mr. Uttman. You are also a construction company? 

Mr. TrommersHavsen. Yes, our firm performs design work on 
all types of utility structures and we also supervise construction. 

Mr. Utitman. You have indicated that the district will contribute 
financially to the project in the extent of $17,650,000 to be derived 
from ad valorem tax levies. What will those expenditures include 
during the life of the project ? 

Mr. TrommersHavseN. I think I can answer that, Congressman 
Ullman, by referring to the pro forma operating statement. which 
occurs in the April 19! 58 report. 

In that report we take the total annual revenues from the sale of 
water and we add to it the revenues from the ad valorem tax. We 
add to it the interest income that would be available from reserves 
as this project will have to have reserve funds to be a stable business 
organization. That gives us the total income. 

Then the total income is spread, first, to operation and maintenance, 
to renewals and replacements. The net income is used for principal 
payment. For any year in which they have sales of water that produce 
revenues in excess of their requirements for principal payments, the 
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excess funds will go into a reserve fund, and that reserve fund is avail- 
able for principal payments in a year in which they may not sell as 
much water as they need to produce revenues to meet the principal 
ayment. Because we must keep in mind in a supplemental water 
roject such as this: in the years of good precipitation the farmers 
will not need to apply 2 acre-feet of water to the lands to produce a 
crop. : 

So on this basis, as engineers, we have not taken the mill levy and 
applied it to any specific function. It goes into the general fund 
and is used in the way that we have described. 

Mr. Urrman. Did you not set up an amortization table whereby you 
can pay off the capital investment, similar to the way they do on a 
Federal project, and in addition have annual operation and mainte- 
nance charges to take care of the operation and maintenance? 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Yes, sir; and those schedules appear in the 
report—A pril 1958—in considerable detail. 

Mr. Uttman. What you are doing is lumping all of your revenues 
together hte 

Mr. TromMeERSHAUSEN. That is right. 

Mr. Utiman. I will be interested in looking at those tables. 

Since these original conclusions, have there been any reasons to 
change your determination 

Mr. AsPrnaLu. I suggest that we wait for that question until he has 
reached “the conclusions.” 

Mr. Utiman. I would be inclined to agree, but on the marketing of 
power in the area is there any reason to believe you could install the 
generators Now and sell the power? ; 

Mr. TroMMERSHAUSEN. The question of whether Mid-State could 
put in the generators and sell the power—any answer I would give 
you would be a judgment answer, for this reason: Mid-State would 
have to sell revenue bonds with which to provide the funds to develop 
the commercial powerplants, and they would have to be a definite 
specification so that Mid-State could be assured that the revenues 
from the sale of power would first be pledged to annual operating and 
maintenance and replacement costs and the payment of the interest and 
the principal on the revenue bonds, and such reserves as would be 
required under an indenture for revenue bonds, and the balance would 
then be net revenues. 

That area is not too well developed with respect to Federal policy 
for a multipurpose project such as this. 

Mid-State has attempted to develop contracts with Nebraska public 
power system for the sale of this 50,000 kilowatts of commercial power. 
To date they have not been able to get a contract firm enough that it 
would serve satisfactorily as a basis for revenue bond financing. 

Now may I add that there is also the possibility that these local 
REA financed rural] districts will have a need for this type of power— 
there are three of them in the service area of Mid-State. They may 
have an interest in leasing the rights to falling water from Mid-State 
for a 35- to 50-year period, in which event they would borrow REA 
funds and construct the powerplants and pay Mid-State an annual fee 
for the use of falling water. 

Both of those matters have been considered, but. we have found that 
until the rules of the game are laid down, so to speak, it has not been 
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possible to get the local power distributors to employ engineers tg 
spend much time looking into the possibility of developing it. 

Mid-State does have inquiries from two, and I think possibly th 
power agencies that have expressed an interest in looking at this pro. 
posal for power development after authorization. 

Knowing now that the Federal Government will only be supplying 
between 80 and 85 percent of the total power needs of the preference 
customers in the Missouri Basin by 1963, there definitely is going to 
be need for everyone to find supplemental sources of power. 

We have reported in our supplemental report—March 1959—that 
we feel by the time this project can be completed arrangements yl] 
be made with someone, some power agency in Nebraska to either 
buy commercial developed by plants financed by Mid-State or sign 
a lease for falling water and finance their own powerplant installation, 

Does that answer your question ? 

Mr. Utiman. Yes, partially. The reason I asked the question js 
that I feel it is being very shortsighted not to install the power fg. 
cilities at this time. It is true you are going to install some power 
facilities for the purpose of pumping; is that right ? 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Yes, one plant. 

Mr. Uttman. One plant? 

Mr. TrRomMMERSHAUSEN. Right. 

Mr. Uttman. It seems to me there would be real economy in going 
forward, recognizing the needs and the tremendous power shortages 
that are coming upon us, and the fact we have to plan these things at 
least 4 or 5 years ahead of time. 

If we look that far ahead we can see a real shortage and see there 
will be a real need. I think this is something that should be firmed 


up. 

I think that is all. 

Mr. Anperson. Mr. Chairman, would this be an appropriate time 
to ask for a resolution of the discrepancies in the cost estimate Mr, 
Trommershausen gave last year? 

Mr. Asprnauu. No, not until we get through with the additional 
conclusions. 

Mr. Anperson. I will reserve my question. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. MoGintey. Mr. Trommershausen, your fifth conclusion on pag 
19 referred to the quality of surface and ground water and I would 
direct this question to you since you have a conclusion, and also per- 
haps Dr. Reed of the Conservation Survey Division will comment 
on it. 

There is a paragraph in the Secretary of the Interior’s letter on 
page 5 which says in part: 

There is danger of waterlogged lands and seriously deteriorating ground-water 
quality, either of which would tend to reduce the productivity of irrigated lands. 

I wondered if you would care to comment on that. 

Mr. TrommersHAvUsEN. Yes, Congressman, I would be glad to. 

We have gone into considerable detail in the basic 1958 report and 
have quoted from reports made in the Platte Valley made by the 
US. Gedlogical Survey. We have taken quotes which concern both 
the quality of surface and ground waters in the Mid-State area. We 
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do not share the concern of the Bureau of Engineers that wrote the 
statement in the Department’s report. 

Mr. McGintey. Can you tell us why ? 

Mr. TromMeERSHAUSEN. I might suggest in a project such as this 
where you are bringing in winter flows, which are called sweet. water 
to the irrigators, when you bring in 200,000 or 300,000 acre-feet of 
such water and spread it on the lands through this system, 30 to 35 

reent of that water will percolate into the ground-water aquifer, 
and part of that will be returned through pumping. There is no 
definite record of the quality of the Platte River water in the winter- 
time. 

When we checked the records we found the only concern on the 
Platte River waters by the irrigators had been in the summertime. 

In a situation where you are bringing that much new surface 
water, which is good water, into an area the underground aquifer 
being replenished from the sandhills of western Nebraska with good 
water, the deterioration of ground-water quality, we feel, is not of 
serious concern. 

In order to be sure that we are on sound ground, we recommended 
to the Mid-State district that they continue studies with the U.S. 
Geological Survey in which the quality of both ground water and 
Platte River waters are measured henceforth. 

That program is underway and the results of that study will re- 
solve the problem. 

I might also say the Bureau of Reclamation was at a disadvantage 
because the water reports they asked for from the Geological Survey 
were designed to answer the questions about what the results would 
be if you would bring Loup water into the Platte water basin, and 
it did not contemplate the underground combination pumping grav- 
ity supply that Mid-State has. 

So the Bureau of Reclamation had to make an evaluation of pre- 
vious reports in order to arrive at their conclusion, and we have made 
a similar evaluation of those reports to arrive at our conclusion and I 
think that time will have to tell what the results are going to be. 

We are firmly enough convinced now, from the records that are 
available, that the quality of ground water will not be a material 
problem on the Mid-State project. 

Mr. McGrntey. Thank you. 

Mr. AsprnaLit. You may proceed with your statement on the con- 
clusions. 

Mr. TromMERSHAUSEN. I now come to the conclusions reached in 
the supplemental review of the April 1958 report, dated March 19, 
1959. 

(1) No major objections as to the physical plan of development 
for the Mid-State project described in detail in the basic 1958 report 
were raised by the Congress, the interested Federal agencies, or in- 
dependent engineering firms in their reviews of the basic plan of 
development, which plan is therefore considered sound. 

I might add, in recent discussion with the Corps of Engineers, 
they have pointed out areas whereby we can make some savings in 
the flood control features. We recognize the possibilities and certainly 
will work toward the objective of accomplishing any saving that can 
be made in the flood control features. 
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(2) The cost estimates contained in the April 25, 1958, report for 
the proposed plan of development are fully adequate to construct the 
project under the present price levels based upon our studies of cost 
indexes for this type of construction as regularly published by the 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. 

The engineering cost indexes of the Bureau of Reclamation haye 
remained practically constant from April of last year to the present 
time. On that basis, we can hold with the estimates set forth in last 
year’s report. And we all must understand that we do not try to 
estimate the escalation in the future, and the Mid-State bill provides 
that the final authorization and appropriation will be adjusted either 
upward or downward based upon a recognized engineering cost index, 

(3) The overall multipurpose project meets the test of feasibility 
applied to Federal projects in that the tangible benefits exceed the 
costs even on the basis of the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation’s some. 
what higher cost estimates. 

At this point, Congressman Ullman, I will try to answer your 
question. 

We have not made a formal study on the Bureau’s $81,500,000 esti- 
mate such as we made for our own $74 million estimate. 

We have made a study, however, an independent study on the 
Bureau’s estimate. When Commissioner Dominy read the totals yes- 
terday it looked as if he had seen our work papers because he was 
only off about $14,000 from our figures. There was only $14,000 
difference in the cost allocation on a $50 million item between the way 
the Bureau of Reclamation applied the cost allocation formula and 
the way we applied it. 

On the basis of the $81,467,000 estimate of total costs, which is the 
Bureau’s estimate, our allocation to irrigation would be $50,610,200; 
the allocation to flood control would be $18,193,800; the allocation to 
fish and wildlife would be $12,500,000; recreation would be $163,000, 
the same figure as for the other study because it does not pick up any 
allocated costs. 

Based on the 100-year period of analysis used in the previous study, 
the benefit-cost ratio, using total benefits for the higher Bureau 
estimate is 1.11 to 1. Using direct benefits only on the same 100- 
year basis, the benefit-cost ratio is 0.97 to 1. 

So on that basis we find that this project meets the test of feasi- 
bility applied to Federal projects, even with the higher estimate of 
the Bureau, and I believe that Mr. Dominy in his oral testimony 
yesterday confirmed this fact. 

(4) The penstocks and appurtenant structures proposed to be in- 
cluded in the original construction so as not to preclude future com- 
mercial power development at three dam sites are found to be eco- 
nomically justified and should be included. 

This conclusion has been strengthened since it was made in the 
April 1958 report on the basis of additional studies made by us and 
by virtue of the fact that the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation has re- 
duced its estimate of the cost of these structures. 

At this point, Congressman Anderson, may I add, whereas we had 
$1,862,000 last year as the cost of adding the three penstocks to the 
commercial powersites, the Bureau of Reclamation through redesign, 
where they originally had better than $5 million, have now come to 
a fieure of about $1.200.000 for the three sites, 
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They have a design which they are willing to approve which is 
less costly than the one that we had put in. So again to us that 


adds to the justification of going ahead and putting in the penstocks. 


Mr. Anperson. May I ask a question I had in mind asking a few 
minutes ago ? 

Mr. Asprnauy. Go ahead. 

Mr. Anverson. I think it would be worth pointing out a little more 
clearly what the changes involve. Whereas other discrepancies in 
the-cost figures were all within the limits of 10 or 15 percent, this one 
was a factor of about 3 to 1. 

Mr. TroMMERSHAUSEN. I would be happy to do that. 

On the design plan that we included in the report last year we 
proposed to put in the short penstocks and a normal outlet for the 
release of irrigation water, plus an energy dissipator to be used to 
dissipate the energy until such time as the powerplants were put in. 
And with the energy dissipator we were going to install the founda- 
tion slab because it is cheaper at that time to prepare the foundations 
and put in just the bare minimum slab at that time. 

In the estimates that the Bureau provided last year, we found 
that they included substantially the entire powerhouse without the 
machinery and they were going to use that for an energy dissipator. 

When we pointed out the problem that would arise—it requires 
more Federal investment with 3 percent interest added to that, it 
would be better to defer the larger installation. 

So they went in the other direction and decided to omit even the 
foundation treatment and slab. And under their plan, the ultimate 
development of power may be slightly higher than ours. That is not 
a serious matter and is one that we can certainly come to agreement on 
during final design. 

Mr. ANperson. Who would make that decision as to whether or not 
you put in the foundation? Would you or the Bureau or would you 
have to make a proposal and get the Bureau’s agreement? 

Mr. TromMersHAusEN. We would have to make our proposal and 
get the Bureau’s concurrence in it. I have confidence, based upon the 
progress we have made in the last year, sir, we could arrive at a 
satisfactory and economical solution to that problem. 

Mr. Anperson. Thank you for clearing that up. That problem 
gave the committee a lot of trouble last year. 

Mr. Rocrrs (presiding). You may proceed. 

Mr. TromMersHAUSEN. Moving on to No. 5: 

(5) The estimated date when a market will be available for approxi- 
mately 50,000 kilowatts of potential commercial power to be developed 
from the three remaining Mid-State hydro sites can be advanced 4 
to 5 years ahead of the 1970 date estimated in the basic report, based 
upon Federal and local power market developments of the past year. 

(6) At such time as commercial power may be developed from the 
Mid-State hydro powersites, it is expected to be competitive in cost 
with other available power sources inasmuch as studies show that this 
power can be produced at a cost of from 6 to 7 mills per kilowatt-hour 
using current construction costs and current interest rates for 
financing, 
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We have made the study to show that after the low-cost Bureg 
power has been absorbed, in the future there will be a market for 
power at 6 or 7 mills. , 

(7) The Mid-State project plan complies in principle with the Fig 
and Wildlife Act; Public Law 85-624, 85th Congress, 2d session, r 

We requested the Department of the Interior to review the Mi¢. 
State plan to be certain the fish and wildlife features complied with 
that new law, and this conclusion is based upon an appraisal by the 
Under Secretary of the Interior in a letter to the chairman of the 
Mid-State board of directors dated February 2, 1959. 

(8) The electorate of the Mid-State District, by reelecting three jp. 
cumbent directors, has expressed confidence in the program being fo]. 
lowed by the board of directors and in its continuing efforts to secure 
authorization and subsequent construction of the project. 

(9) The landowners in the Mid-State District have demonstrated an 
active interest in the irrigation features of the project as evidence by 
the results of a “Letters of Intent” survey concluded last fall. The ir- 
rigators have shown an intention to use Mid-State project irrigation 
service for over 113,000 acres of land. 

(10) The cost allocation and the benefit-cost studies based on a 100- 
year period of analysis as set forth in the April 1958 Mid-State proj. 
ect report conform to similar studies made by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion in support of authorizations for multipurpose Federal reclama- 
tion projects. 

That was confirmed by Commissioner Dominy yesterday. 

This conformity was achieved through an arrangement whereby the 
technical staff of the Bureau of Reclamation served as advisers to Mid- 
State during the preparation of such studies. 

In addition to the above conclusions, we made the following recon- 
mendation to the Mid-State board of directors in the March 1959 sup- 
plemental review : 

That you make timely effort to secure the necessary congressional 
authorization at this session and appropriations at succeeding sessions 
of Congress so that construction can begin on the project at an early 
date. 

We emphasize that an early completion of the project is important 
in that it— 

(1) May prevent the ravages of a damaging flood ; 

(2) Will avert economic hardships that are otherwise certain 
to be present in the event of a severe drought in the area; 

(3) Will advance the date when the sorely needed groundwater 
recharge benefits of the project will be initiated ; 

(4) Can add to the power supply of the region; 

(5) Will avoid the effect of price escalation on the construction 
cost of the project which will occur in the event of rising con- 
struction and labor costs and prices of materials and equipment. 

Are there any questions on any of these conclusions? 

Mr. Rogers. Do any members have any questions? 

Mr. Burorck. I have a question. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Burdick, 

Mr. Burvicx. Mr. Trommershausen, if this project is authorized 
and appropriated for, what is the construction period estimate! 
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Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. The construction period to bring water on 
the first block of land is estimated at 7 years, and that is made up of 
q 2i- to 3-year preconstruction period, plus a 4-year construction 

riod for the major reservoirs and canals, so that the first water 
would be in the reservoirs, usable, in about 7 years. 

Mr. Burvicx. You referred to the fact that in about 3 or 4 years, 
based upon Bureau estimates, there would be a shortage of power for 
preferred customers. ' 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Burpicx. And that will occur in 3 or 4 years, yet the construc- 
tion period is 7 years. : 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Burpvick. Then why are merely penstocks put in at this time 
and not the generators ? 

Mr. TromMMERSHAUSEN. Congressman Burdick, I can answer that 
question in this way: Mid-State has attempted for 5 years to get a 
contract from a potential power purchaser in Nebraska that would be 
firm enough to sell revenue bonds so they could carry out their obli- 
gation under this proposal to finance the power features. As long as 
the preference customers in Nebraska had a possibility of buying addi- 
tional Bureau power they were not going to turn to Mid-State power 
which is higher cost power. 

The problem yet remains that we will have to spell out the rela- 
tionship between the Federal Government and Mid-State concerning 
these power features so that Mid-State can give assurance to prospec- 
tive bondholders that the final arrangement will permit the interest 
and principal on the powerplants financed by Mid-State to have some 
status with respect to the Federal debt. 

And in that area, Congressman Burdick, there is much work remain- 
ing to be done. And because of that situation and because this proj- 
ect has been attempting to secure authorization for 4 or 5 years now, 
the preference customers in Nebraska have been unwilling to invest 
both legal and engineering talent toward looking at the prospects of 
this power. 

As I stated earlier, Mid-State has inquiries from two agencies who 
would like to develop falling water. Congressman Brock yesterday 
indicated that he knew of one major power supplier who would be 
interested in purchasing power outright from Mid-State. 

‘ Mr. Burvick. The fact remains that before this construction is com- 
pleted, the power will be needed in the area. 

Mr. TRoMMERSHAUSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Burvicx. That is all. 

Mr. Rogers. Are there any other questions? Mr. Ullman? 

Mr. Uttman. Two or three, yes. 

First on your conclusion No. 1. You say there is no major objection 
tothe physical plant. 

Mr. TromMersHAUSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Uttman. Have the corps and the Bureau and the responsible 
agencies had the funds available to make a sufficient study of this 
proposal so they could come up with objections, in your opinion? 

_ Mr. Trommersuavsen. Yes, I would say they have, because the Mid- 
State district has agreed in the bill to repay to the Bureau approxi- 
mately $139,000 that has been spent by the Bureau since 1955 in re- 











114 MID-STATE PROJECT, NEBRASKA 


viewing the engineering parts of this project. 

Mr. Utirman. What about the corps? 

Mr. TromMeErRSHAUSEN. The Corps of Engineers have devoted staff 
time to review. I do not know to what extent they have done jt 
They have had continuing work on flood control analysis of the 
Platte River, and in the correspondence which the corps has had with 
the committee, and with Mid-State they have indicated that they are 
satisfied to leave up to the Secretary of the Interior the determination 
of the adequacy of the final structures. 

Mr. Utitman. We will have corps witness, will we not ? 

Mr. Rogers. Yes. 

Mr. Utitman. On item No. 6, relating to power, you talked about 
the possible sale of falling water. 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Utiman. And this is a principle that I have real reservation 
about. 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Uttman. Without getting into that matter at the present time, ] 
would like to raise this question: You quote a figure of 6 to 7 mills, 
The agencies you are talking about are essentially public power agen- 
cies, although securing their financing through the sale of revenue 
bonds. You are not talking about a return on the investment such as 
they normally consider in a private power situation. 

Mr. TrROMMERSHAUSEN. NO, sir. 

Mr. Utiman. There is not an annual return on the investment, it is 
a one-payout proposition. 

Mr. TromMERSHAUSEN. That is right. 

Mr. Uttman. You just pay for the cost of it and pay for the interest 
on your money and that is all ? 

Mr. TromMERSHAUSEN. That is right. 

Mr. Uttman. Because when you talk about the power, the cost of 
money and return on the investment is really the major factors we are 
talking about in the cost of power. 

Mr. 'TROMMERSHAUSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Utitman. Getting down to No. 9: “The landowners have dem- 
onstrated an active interest.” Maybe I should direct this to one of the 
other gentlemen. What is the policy regarding the farmers in the 
areas served by the district, who do not want to come in under this 
program? Are they forced in or can they stay out? 

Mr. TroMMERSHAUSEN. I would like to start answering that and Mr. 
Staubitz, who has been on the board of directors for 15 years, can com- 
plete it, sir. 

We asked that very question when we started our engineering sur- 
veys and our attention was called to Nebraska law which shows that in 
a conservancy district, the irrigator wanting to buy irrigation service 
must make written application to the board of directors. The board 
of directors then either accepts or rejects that application and that is 
the basis upon which water will be sold, which makes this type of 
a project different than a reclamation project, developed by the Bureau 
of Reclamation, where all the lands in a particular block have to come 
into the area. 

In an area, Congressman Ullman, where you have supplemental 
pumping some farmers that have exceptionally good wells feel they 
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can depend upon those wells for a portion of their land; they will con- 
tinue to use that well and buy irrigation water for, perhaps, other 
acreage so they will have, perhaps, an assured supply. 

Mr. Uneman. in other words, what we are going to have, I 
assume, is this: We have a lot of relatively large farmers; at 
ieast they own more than 160 acres. They would buy water for 
160 acres under the restrictive clauses here. But the other ad- 
vantages that would accrue to them, the main advantages that 
would accrue to them would be the fact that the water table would be 
raised so they could pump water on the balance of their land. 

Mr. TRoMMERSHAUSEN. That is right. 

Mr. Uttman. So we would not anticipate here the breaking up of 
anv farm, but we would meee they are willing to come under the 
160-acre clause and buy water for that portion, and to take the indirect 
benefits in the raising of the water table so they can pump on the rest. 
Is that, essentially, what is going to happen ? 

Mr. McGintey. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Utuman. Yes. 

Mr. McGintey. Mr. Staubitz, we might clear it up in the record. 
This is not generally a large farm or ranch area, is it ? 

Mr. Sraveitz. No. 

Mr. McGintey. This is largely a farm area where the acres do 
not come up with the general Nebraska cattle ranch acres at all. 

Mr. Uttman. What crops, generally, do you raise on, or will you 
raise ? 

Mr. Stausrrz. We will raise, primarily, corn and alfalfa, and wheat 
under irrigation though, because it does not lend itself to irrigation. 
There are some sugar beets and a few acres of potatoes. Soybeans 
and sorghum will also be raised for cattle feed. 

I am not sure. I think you and Congressman McGinley have the 
same impression of what a ranch is, but a ranch out in our country 
and ranches somewhere else are quite different. Some folks call 10 
acres a ranch, as I remember it. We do not have ranches in terms 
of our western ranches down in our irrigated areas. It will be 160 
or 320 acres, probably, in one ownership, but many of our owners do 
own ranchland up in the hills where the water comes from, but it is 
not irrigated land and is not in production and will not be put under 
irrigation. 

Mr. McGrntry. Will the gentleman yield further? Cattle opera- 
tion in this area is primarily livestock feeding, is it not ? 

Mr. Stausirz. Yes. 

Mr. McGrintry. Which is done best on irrigated farms, raising 
feed grains to supply the feeding 

Mr. Sravupirz. Yes. 

Mr. Utiman. Do you anticipate a change in your crop structures 
through the results of irrigation ? 

Mr. Sravuprrz. Of course, we do not foresee any change for the 
reason that the growing season is not going to change. It does not 
adapt itself to the raising of vegetables in the manner that you can 
raise them, for instance, in California, where I understand they grow 
them year around. 


Mr. Uttman. An exception would be sugar beets, however. 
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_ Mr. Sravsuirz. No, I am sure our acreage of sugar beets will not 
increase because there is a tendency to seek sugar beet contracts 
even now. Our beet factories are not offering contracts. And the 
quotas that are inflicted on us out there do not permit it. Many of our 
growers would rather grow sugar beets, but it is not possible to grow 
them because it is not possible to get a contract with the beet companies 

Mr. Uttman. Thank you. I think we are getting a little off the 
subject and I would like to get back to the original question on land- 
owners. 

I woud like to have some picture in my mind of the percentage of 
the ranchers that will participate. Will every rancher, generally, take 
160 acres of his land and put it under this project, or do you have 
a lot of ranchers who will not? 

Mr. Sraverrz. I would find it difficult to answer. I would like to 
explain to you that those reservoirs, you see, are in the foothills, and 
it is our intention, of course, that primarily the surface irrigation 
will be to those folks lying below those foothills who are not able to 
get good wells, but who have a good quality of land. So, those folks 
lying directly below it will, of course, be folks who own land above 
the reservoir system in the rougher land, where they would have cat- 
tle, if they had cattle, and the probabilities are that is where they 
would feed their cattle, on that cheaper land. That land, of course, 
does not lend itself to irrigation. That is where the cattle are now. 
Crops are grown in the valley and cattle feed pretty much on the 
cheaper land where they do it, and not sacrifice good land. 

Mr. Utiman. I want to press this point further because I am ig- 
norant as to just how this whole project is going to be integrated. 
You talk about ad valorem taxes. Who is going to be subject to ad 
valorem taxes for the maintenance of this project, just the farmers 
who have agreed to buy water? 

Mr. Strausirz. No; everybody in the district. 

Mr. Uriman. Everybody is going to pay it? 

Mr. Sravsirz. It is on personal and real property, both. All prop- 
erty will be taxed 2 mills. And people knowing that, and who have 
been paying this tax for years, voted again in this last election to con- 
tinue paying that tax. In the cities, in the town, everybody living in 
that area comes under this ad valorem tax. 

Mr. Utiman. Beyond that, who is going to pay operation and 
maintenance ? 

Mr. Sravsrrz. The people who pay operation and maintenance. I 
had better not answer that. I can tell you the people who are going 
to pay for water are the people who sign water users contracts and 
it is our intent, our understanding, those contracts will be an indebted- 
ness on the district. When it comes to how you decide the money and 
who pays operation and maintenance, I had better return it to the 
engineer. 

Mr. Ututman. You are just selling water, in other words. 

Mr. TrommersnHavsen. I think, perhaps, I can help you on your 
problem. You would find it of interest to look at the map showing 
the interest of the farmers and the blocking of the land, tentatively. 
This has not been approved by the board of directors, but this gives 
you an indication of the interest. 
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In pricing out this water, the board instructed us that they wanted 
to have a single water rate. That is different than on reclamation 
projects, where there is a different water charge upon the different 
classes of land. But in this case, there is enough class one and class 
two land to take up all the water that is available, and the board of 
directors did not want to have one water rate for one farmer, and one 
for another. 

So, they have adopted a policy and instructed us to proceed on a 
basis of a uniform water rate policy, at $5.50 an acre-foot of water. 
When the final contract is signed with the water user, that $5.50 will 
be broken into two parts. It will be broken intoa principal payment, 
which the farmer agrees to pay for the 60-year period. It will be 
broken into an operation and maintenance component, which is set 
by the board of directors each year to take into account price 
escalation. 

Mr. Utiman. In other words, it would vary from year to year? 

Mr. TromMERSHAUSEN. The operation and maintenance would, yes. 
That has to be. 

Mr. Utiman. The principal payment would be equal over the 60- 
year period, but there would be an additional charge. It would vary 
from what figure to what figure—$5 to $6 total ? 

Mr. TromMERSHAUSEN. It is difficult for us to estimate annual oper- 
ating and maintenance costs 10 to 20 years in the future, so we would 

refer not to do so, sir. The theory we would go on there is that the 
ability of the farmer to pay the increased operation and maintenance 
would be commensurate with the general price level that would take 
place in agriculture. 

Mr. Utitman. What is the figure you place upon construction 
charges ? 

Mr. TromMersHAUsEN. We have not broken that down. We could, 
sir, for the record. I do not have that figure right at hand. 

Mr. Utiman. I wish you would do that. 

Mr. TromMersHausEeN. We will do that for you. 

(The information follows :) 





ANALYSIS OF PROPOSED WATER USE CHARGES FOR NEBRASKA Mip-Srate REcLAMA- 
TION DistricT Mip-STaTE PROJECT 


(By R. W. Beck & Associates, Columbus, Nebr., May 8, 1959) 


Reference is made to the following basic data which underlines the develop- 
ment of a water use charge for the Mid-State project : 
1. Mid-State project report, April 1958: 
(a) Chapter XIII, pages 14, 15, 16, 17, and 18. 
(6) Pro forma operating results and payout schedule, table XIII- 
1, with accompanying footnotes. 
(c) Allocation of $74 million construction cost, chapter XIII-9. 
2. Supplemental review report, March 19, 1959: (a) Pro forma operating 
results and payout schedule, table XIII—-1 with accompanying footnotes. 
Nebraska reclamation law, under which Mid-State was duly organized, re 
quires a two-part rate, i.e., (i) capital or construction cost and (ii) annual op- 
eration, maintenance, and replacement costs. The $5.50 per acre-foot of water 
charge used in the basic studies will be broken down in the final water users 
contracts which have not yet been finalized. 
In developing a water charge for irrigation service to test the economic feasi- 
bility of the project, we took into account the following factors: 
1. Income from ad valorem tax revenues would be available annually to 
defray in part the operation and maintenance charges of the project. 
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2. Some interest income would be available from the reserve and cop. 
tingency fund which would be invested to maximum extent possible, 

3. Water requirements for irrigation would vary from year to year, mak. 
ing it necessary to consider a minimum annual charge for a minimum rate 
of water delivery. 

4. Throughout the payout period the average annual irrrigation require. 
ment would be 1.66 acre-feet of water per acre as computed by the Bureay 
of Reclamation by use of their Lowry-Johnson formula. 

5. Total irrigation loan would be $45,815,800 and annual operation, maip. 
tenance, and replacement costs would be $814,700 (at 1958 prices). The 
repayment period would be 60 years for each block of land brought in. 

For convenient reference we attach hereto, for inclusion in the record of the 
hearings, a copy of the aforementioned pro forma of operating results. 
In our preliminary analysis we arrived at the following estimates: 


1. Annual construction charge per acre-foot of water____--- n ; $3, 28 
2. Annual operation, maintenance and replacement cost-—_--_-~~~- —. “2 
Total annual charge per acre-foot of water____- Pho Soe . 5.4 


This figure was rounded to $5.50 per acre-foot of water and reduced to annual 
revenues from sale of irrigation water. After taking into account the revenue 
from ad valorem taxes, a minor amount of income from investments and annual 
payments on the irrigation loan, it was necessary to establish a minimum annual 
charge in order to bridge across the years of good rainfall when water sales 
would be reduced to about one acre-foot of water per acre per year. <A mini- 
mum annual charge, based upon a contract rate of delivery of 1.27 acre-feet of 
water per acre at $5.50 per acre-foot of water, produced suflicient revenues with 
other income and ad valorem tax revenues to cover annual operation, mainte- 
nance, and replacement costs and repay a $46 million irrigation loan (rounded 
figure). 

Upon examination of the aforementioned study the board of directors of Mid- 
State accepted a proposed water use charge for study purposes of $5.50 per 
acre-foot of water delivered to the farm headgate with a minimum annual 
charge of $7 per acre of land receiving irrigation service as being reasonable 
from the standpoint of the irrigator and as being sufficient to repay the pro- 
posed irrigation loan. It is to be noted from the Pro Forma Operating Results, 
table XITI—1 (copy attached) that the minimum charge is only applied in 2 
years out of each 20-year water cycle. 

It is to be noted that the aforementioned rate and minimum charge would be 
adequate to repay the proposed $46 million loan under the terms of H.R. 3662 
and H.R. 5073 even though the construction costs exceeded Mid-State’s estimate 
of $74 million. This is based upon the premise, however, that excess costs al- 
located to irrigation above $46 million would be repaid with surplus Missouri 
basin power revenues. 

If the application of local cost sharing theory on flood control or other change 
in allocation to irrigation results in an irrigation obligation in excess of $46 
million, an additional study would of course have to be made. Such additional 
studies as the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation may request can be 
undertaken promptly by Mid-State. One such study which may be of value 
would be the development of a new water charge per acre-foot of water and 
minimum annual charge per acre on the assumption that the $50,600,000 
(rounded figure) allocation to irrigation tentatively made by the Department 
of the Interior will prevail and that local cost sharing on flood-control costs 
does not apply in this instance. Mid-State awaits the pleasure of the sub- 
committee with respect to additional technical studies. 

(Attachment: Pro Forma Operating Results and Payout Schedule for the 
Mid-State Project.) 


TasBie XIII—1.—Pro forma operating results and payout schedule for mid-State project 
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Mr. Uriman. When you talk of these ranchers on the basis of these 
charts you have prepared, you had to name a figure, certainly, as to 
what their water charges would be before they agreed to come along. 

Mr. TromMeERSHAUSEN. The board of directors have indicated— 
although they have not adopted a rate, they have told the farmers 
that the charge would be about $5.50 an acre-foot. It is not a firm 
figure ; there 1s no commitment to it. ; 

Mr. Sravpirz. We use the five and one-half dollar figure, with a 
minimum-charge of $7 per acre per year. In other words, we expect 
to furnish more than an acre-foot of water to establish our income. I 
am quite sure that figure is $7. a 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. That is right. 

Mr. Utiman. You are selling the water not by the acre? 

Mr. TromMERSHAUSEN. Acre-foot of water. But there will be a $7 
minimum annual charge per acre, whether the farmer uses any water 
or not. That is a matter of insurance in the year when you get 30 
inches of rainfall, as Mid-State still needs to collect income to pay 
operation and maintenance and the principal payments. For that 
reason, we went to a little different type of pricing arrangement than 
you do on a reclamation project. Some years the farmers will buy an 
acre-foot of water and in some very dry years, they will, perhaps, buy 
more than 2 acre-feet of water. The average that they will buy for 
the 60-year period is about 1.66 acre-feet per year. 

Mr. Urrman. Each year they will be able to designate, as they go 

along, how much they need, or will you have to know in advance each 
year ? 
’ Mr. TrommersHavseNn. The Mid-State district will in all proba- 
bility, at the beginning of the irrigation season, after having deter- 
mined the condition of the reservoir, will let the irrigators know how 
much water will be available during that irrigation season and they 
can take up to that amount. 

Mr. Utitman. I think they would have to contract for the amount 
they wanted in order for you to have a stable operation on your part. 

One more question. I assume these are reservoirs and water would 
be drained down through the canals and farmers would use existing 
canal facilities, or will there be any extensive canal facilities involved 
in the project ? 

Mr. TromMERSHAUSEN. Yes; there will be both. The Wood River 
and Prairie Creek, which traverse two-thirds of the length of the 
roject, are natural carriers, and under this plan the floodwaters will 
removed from those natural carriers. And the plan here is that they 
will be used in lieu of constructing new large carrier canals. The 
natural carriers will be improved, will be cleaned up and will be 
straightened so they will be able to carry this water. Water will be 
taken from those natural channels by low-lift pumps to the laterals; in 
some cases to several farm laterals, in other cases to main laterals. 
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= oF Mr. Utiman. I am to assume then that the project as a whole will 
Bua pay for the cost of these canals and not the farmers specifically served 
#88 by them? 
aa¢i Mr. TromMersHAvsEN. That is right, sir. 
age Mr. Utiman. I thank the gentleman for all the time. 
ane; Mr. Hatry. Mr. Chairman. 
Berd | Mr. Rogers. Mr. Haley. 
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Mr. Harry. One of the witnesses, I do not recall which one, said j just 
a few moments ago, that there had been legislation last year and you 
had voted to assess both real and personal property for 2 2 mills; j is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Sravusitz. No. If I said that, I misstated myself. We under. 
stand in our area and the law is that we assess a maximum of 1 mill 
until water is made available and, at ths at time, the charge becomes 9 
mills. 

Mr. Harry. That 2 mills goes to real and personal property; is 
that correct ? 

Mr. Sravpsirz. Yes. 

Mr. Hatey. What would 1 mill produce in this circumstance? 

Mr. Sravusrrz. What are we using the 1 mill for now? 

Mr. Harry. What would be the total amount of revenue 
the assessment of 1 mill? 

Mr. Sravsrirz. The 1 mill levy as of last year, I believe, was $114. 
000. 

Mr. Hater. There was no legislation as to the proposition of assess- 
ing this; is that correct? 

Mr. Sraverrz. I beg your pardon. 

Mr. McGintey. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Hatry. Yes. 

Mr. McGintey. I believe I can clear that up, Mr. Haley. The legis- 
lation held was to continue the present conservancy district called ‘the 
Mid-State reclamation project, otherwise it would ‘have expired under 
State law and the legislation was to continue the district or have it 
abandoned. 

Mr. H ALEY. That is the present system you have there already ? 

Mr. Sravuprrz. At the present time, we have had under the law the 
pr ivilege of assessing a maximum of 1 mill. We have not assessed the 
full mill every year since this was passed because we have worked 
ourselves up on our budget; we have determined what we needed for 
promotion development, preengineering, and we have levied a half a 
mill and we have levied three-quarters of a mill. Of course, we had 
folks who insisted that the district was not going to survive the legis- 
lation which had to be held, as Congressman McGinley told you. 

Under our law, if construction is not. started, or authorization is 
not had at the end of a 5-year period, you have to go back to the peo- 
ple to see whether or not they want to give the district another 5 years 
to get the job done and get the project developed. In that year ( 1957) 
we did not levy any money. People did not pay anything. We told 
them we would not ask them to submit themselves to any more levy 
until they had given their answer in the legislation as to whether or 
not they w anted us to continue the work in the district and wished 
to submit themselves to this 1 mill levy 

In that legislation, the vote was something like 80 to 85 percent in 
favor of continuing the project. 

Mr. Harry. The original law, then, was an action of your legis 
lature; is that correct ? 

Mr. Sravprrz. Yes; we are authorized under a conservation law. 

Mr. Hatey. You had, then, what we would call in Florida a free- 
holder’s election; is that correct ? 

Mr. Sravsirz. That is correct. 
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a 


Mr. Hater. How many people participated in this freeholders’ 
election ¢ ; 

Mr. Sravupirz. Everybody. 

Mr. Hater. What was the total vote? 

Mr. Sravsirz. I would have to check. Total votes cast were 12,562 
and of that amount 10,596 were for continuing the district and 1,966 
voted opposed to the district. :; 

Mr. Hater. What percentage of your qualified voters voted in this 
election ¢ ; 

Mr. Sraupirz. I would have to supply that information. We felt 
there was a lot of interest and there was a good turnout, but I could 
not tell you. I can supply it to you, but I do not have it. 

Mr. Hater. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman can supply it, I think 
it would be helpful to know how many people were qualified to vote 
and how many did vote for and against. 

Does your State law require that before matters of this kind can be 
accomplished, that more than 50 percent of the qualified voters must 
participate ‘ 

Mr. Sravpirz. I would have to have our legal staff, I presume, 
answer a question of that kind. I know that the election was such 
as the district was continued because we qualified under whatever 
regulations we have in Nebraska on projects of this kind or under 
this law. 

Mr. Rocers. With reference to your request, Mr. Haley, Mr. Stau- 
bitz, you can get the information about the vote. 

Mr. Sravpirz. I will be glad to. 

Mr. Rocers. Without objection, that information will be included 
inthe record at this point. 

(The information referred to follows :) 

NEBRASKA MID-STATE RECLAMATION DISTRICT, 
Grand Island, Nebr., May 15, 1959. 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: At the hearing held by your committee on April 27 and 28, 1959, 
I was requested to furnish for the record, information as to the number of quali- 
fied voters who were eligible to vote at the special Mid-State election in 1957. 

Article VI, section 1, of the Nebraska constitution provides: “Every citizen of 
the United States, who has attained the age of 21 vears and has resided within 
the State 6 months and within the county and voting precinct for the terms pro- 
vided by law, shall be an elector.” 

As provided by section 32-233 of Nebraska law, voter registration is re- 
quired only in cities having a population of over 7,000 persons. The Nebraska 
Mid-State Reclamation District contains only two cities of this size, and there- 
fore, all qualified voters living within the district are not necessarily required 
to register, and as a result, the exact number of eligible or qualified voters in 
the district is not known and cannot be accurately ascertained. 

During the general presidential election in 1948, when the question of ad 
valorem taxes to be levied by the district was voted on, the total votes cast were 
13,574, of which 9,022 votes were cast in favor of the ad valorem tax and 4,552 
against the tax. Subsequent thereto, the legality of the formation of the dis- 
trict and the right to levy the ad valorem tax was raised in the courts of Ne- 
braska, and on March 1, 1950, the Supreme Court of Nebraska (which is the 
highest appellate court in Nebraska) held that the Nebraska Mid-State Recla- 
mation District was lawfully organized and was authorized to levy the ad 
Valorem taxes provided by Nebraska law (Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation 
District v. Hall County, et al., 152 Nebr. 410, 41 N.W. 2d 397). 

In the general election held in 1956 there were 24,855 votes cast for President 


in the Mid-State district. In the general election held in 1958 there were 16,771 
votes cast in the Mid-State district. 
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_ In the fall of 1957, a special election was held for the purchase of determi. 
ing whether or not the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District should pe 
continued. With 12,648 votes cast, there were 10,683 votes in favor of continuing 
the dist rict, and 1,965 votes against continuance of the district. This election 
was in all respects a valid election under Nebraska law, and while there ig no 
requirement that a specified percentage of the electors must vote in order for 
an issue of this kind to carry, it should be noted that more than 50 percent og 
voters who voted in the 1956 general election also voted in the 1957 Mid-State 
special election. As the result of this election, the Nebraska Mid-State Reel. 
mation District continues to be a lawfully constituted reclamation district yp. 
der Nebraska law, and as such, is authorized to continue to levy taxes provideg 
by law and as upheld by the Supreme Court of Nebraska. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Ernest H. Stravprrz, 

Mr. Hater. I might explain to the gentleman the reason I want 
that. In my State in a bond election, the freeholders may be opposed 
to the issuance of the bond. Of course, the people who are against 
the proposal do not vote simply because you must obtain more than 
50 percent of the qualified voters in order to have a legal proposition, 
What I am trying to determine here is whether you had better than 
50 percent of the qualified voters of the district. That is all, 

Mr. Rocers. Let the Chair make this observation. At this time 
first if you will bear with me a minute, the Department of the Army 
has furnished a report and without objection, it will be included in the 
record immediately after the report of the Department of the Interior 
and immediately following the report of the Department of the Army, 
the record will show a letter under date of April 9, 1959, addressed 
to the Honorable Wayne N. Aspinall, over the signature of I, L, 
Person, Brigadier General, U.S. Army. Immediately following that, 
the record will reflect another report of the Army which is a separate 
report. on H.R. 973. 

Without objection, the record will show those at the point named. 

(The documents referred to appear on p. 708.) 

Mr. Rogers. Let the Chair make this further observation, too. I 
notice the time is moving on here, and you have two more witnesses 
from Nebraska. We are going to have to stop not later than 12 
o’clock because there will unquestionably be a quorum call. 

Mr. McGintey. Yesterday the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr, 
Saylor, asked for a statement from the Mid-State and committee 
counsel concerning the ad valorem tax in effect under the Nebraska 
law and I understand that he will be satisfied and I ask for the in- 
clusion of this letter of explanation in the record, which is contained 
in last year’s hearing at the bottom of page 57 and first paragraph 
of page 58, signed by Donald H. Weaver, Mid-State counsel. 

Mr. Rocrrs. What is the committee print? 

Mr. McGintey. Serial No. 27 of the House Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, on H.R. 10829. 

Mr. Rogers. Without objection, that letter will be included in the 
record. Did you want that immediately after your testimony? 

Mr. McGrntey. I would leave it up to the chairman as to where it 
should go in the record. 

Mr. Rocers. Possibly, it should be inserted in relation to questions 
asked by Mr. Saylor on the subject. 

Mr. McGintey. That will be agreeable. 

Mr. Rocers. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
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(The letter referred to is as follows:) 
GRAND ISLAND, NeEBR., May 27, 1958. 
Reextra margin of safety in Nebraska reclamation law. 
INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS COMMITTEE, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN : There is now pending before your committee a project report of 
the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, which report was prepared by 
R. W. Beck & Associates, consulting engineers. ; ; 

The report appears to us to be a conservative report, and it, of course, 
does not purport to touch upon certain legal aspects of the Nebraska recla- 
mation law. We believe, however, that certain features of the Nebraska recla- 
mation law will be of special interest to any lending agency and to your 
committee. ’ 

It is our understanding that at the time the law was drafted for presenta- 
tion to the legislature of the State of Nebraska, the sponsors of the bill had 
the advantage of the counsel and technical advice of the regional solicitor’s 
office of the Department of the Interior, Denver, Colo. As a result, the 
Nebraska law contains at least three features that provide an “extra margin 
of safety” for any agency which may loan money to the district. 

It will be noted that the engineering report contemplates that after water 
is available the district will 'evy a 2-mill tax. However, section 46-543 of 
the Nebraska law also provides that in the event of accruing defaults, de- 
ficiencies, or defaults and deficiencies, the district may levy a third mill. Based 
on the engineer’s computation of the revenue obtainable from a 2-mill levy, 
the third mill could produce additional revenue or an “extra margin of safety” 
in excess of $8 million during the life of the project. 

Section 46-543 of the Nebraska law also provides that those lands which 
do not take water from the district but do receive special direct benefits from 
recharging of the ground-water reservoirs are subject to a fourth mill levy. 
While the amount of income possible from this particular levy has not been 
explored, it could constitute a source of considerable revenue. This section 
and the section referred to in the preceding paragraph were declared con- 
stitutional by the Supreme Court of Nebraska on February 24, 1950, in the 
ease of Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District v. Hall County (152 Nebr. 
410, 41 N.W. 2d 397). 

Section 46-553 of the law provides that “to pay defaults and deficiencies 
the board shall make such additional levies of taxes, assessments, or taxes 
and assessments as may be necessary for such purposes and notwithstanding 
any limitations by contract or tax lien or otherwise, and such taxes and assess- 
ments shall be made and continued until the indebtedness of the district shall 
be fully paid.” 

Legislation proposed by the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, as 
reffected in H.R. 10825, provides that “before any loan is made to the district, 
the Secretary of Interior shall have determined that the project proposal, if 
effected, * * * is a reasonable financial risk.” In this connection it should be 
noted that the State of Nebraska and Hall County and Buffalo County, which 
lie within the district, do not have any bonded indebtedness whatsoever, and 
the remaining county in the district has a bonded indebtedness of only $150,000. 

It is our opinion that if a loan is made to the district, the district would be 
required to levy the necessary taxes and assessments to repay such a loan, 
regardless of the length of time which might be required for such repayment. 
It is our further opinion that any such loan would not only be a reasonable 
financial risk, but that the repayment of such loan would be practically guar- 
anteed under Nebraska law. 

Respectfully submitted. 

WELLENSIEK & WEAVER, 
By Donatp H. WEAVER. 


Mr. Rogers. Are there any other questions? 

Are you pretty well close to the end of your testimony? 

Mr. Trommersnavsen. If I may now touch upon one more area, 
which was brought up by Commissioner Dominy, yesterday, that I 
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think will be helpful to this group. That is the question of loca] 
cost sharing. 

As I said in my prepared statement, in the studies we made of past 
legislation, we did not find where local cost sharing for a portion of 
the flood control allocation on a multipurpose reclamation project 
was ever charged to the local citizens. 

All of our calculations and allocations were made on the basis that 
that policy would hold here. We are not going to spend any more 
time on it. We make it clear that now that the facts and figures arp 
before the committee, it is no longer a matter for engineers to worry 
about, it is purely a policy matter. 

Let me go from that point to another major point. When I discuss 
this with you, I would point out that I am giving you the benefit of 
my thinking and the thinking I will convey to the board of directors 
when they go back to Nebraska and confer officially on the letter 
from the Department of the Interior. 

I think it would help you if I discuss one phase of that problem jp 
just a few minutes. 

In the original report we found that if the original cost allocations 
hold for fish and wildlife, flood control, and irrigation and this 
project can be built for $74 million, that these folks will not need to 
go to the Missouri Basin power fund for assistance. 

Under the new formula that comes in, based upon the recommenda- 
tion of the Interior, in order to provide protection in case the costs 
run over the $74 million estimate, there are some new provisions and 
restrictions which necessarily must be considered, if you are going to 
have that insurance. 

Since there is a possibility that Mid-State can by diligence and 
care, perhaps, construct this project for $74 million, if they can do it 
for that figure, perhaps, the other provisions should not apply. That 
would give them some incentive to try to do this job for the estimate 
that they stated. 

Furthermore, there is a possibility that even if the costs go above 
$74 million, if the cost allocations are in the same proportion as they 
were in the original Mid-State report—April 1958—and as I gave 
this committee earlier this morning, that Mid-State can move forward 
without assistance from the Missouri Basin power fund. 

With that in mind, on this other question about whether all the 
surplus power revenues from the three commercial power sites should 
be pledged to the Missouri Basin fund or to the Government in some 
way, may I suggest that, perhaps, one way to handle that would be 
to make a provision whereby those surplus funds were credited, first 
against any assistance received from the Missouri Basin fund. And 
if none were required there, then those surplus revenues could be 
applied to the earlier repayment of the 60-year irrigation loan. On 
that basis, you see, there would be incentive for these folks to go out 
and do this job because eventually, the power revenues would pay the 
irrigation loan earlier and the next generation of farmers out there 
could have lower water costs. 

I just offer that to you here. ; 

Mr. Rogers. You mean that the revenues from the power from this 
project would be earmarked for repayments to the Missouri Basin 
for whatever moneys were used from the Missouri Basin, but if no 
moneys were used, they would not be allocated to it? 
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Mr: TroMMERSHAUSEN. The next thing they could be used for, sir, 
would be for earlier retirement of the principal of the irrigation loan. 

To me that would give incentive for the Nebraska Mid-State Dis- 
trict to try to do this job at the lowest cost, because that would be 
reflected back into the charges that the water users have to pay. _ 

Mr. Rocers. Your conclusion, Mr. Trommershausen, with relation 
to the construction of the project at that $74 million figure assume 
the approval or allowance of the fish and wildlife, nonreimbursable, 
and the flood control, nonreimbursable, as estimated by your en- 
gineers ? ; wie 

Mr. TroMMERSHAUSEN. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Rocers. Are there any other questions on that subject ? 

Do you have anything further? 

Mr, TROMMERSHAUSEN. No, sir. 

Mr. Rocers. It has been very nice of you gentlemen to come up. 
You have done a grand job of presenting a very complex project and 
we appreciate it. 

Mr. TromMersHAvsEN. Thank you. 

Mr. Rocers. Our next witness is Mr. M. O. Steen, director of the 
Nebraska Game, Forestation, and Parks Commission. If you will 
come forward, we will recognize you and you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF M. 0. STEEN, DIRECTOR, NEBRASKA GAME, 
FORESTATION, AND PARKS COMMISSION 


Mr. Steen. Mr. Chairman and committee members, my name is M. 
0. Steen, director of the Nebraska Game, Forestation, and Parks Com- 
mission. I have a brief statement, I will read with your permission. 

Mr. Rocrers. You may proceed. 

Mr. Steen. The Mid-State Reclamation District’s proposed project 
in Nebraska has been reviewed and studied by our agency. It is our 
conclusion that this project has outstanding potential for public 
recreation and wildlife management purposes. We find, also, that the 
location of the project is such that the benefits of its development in 
these fields will accrue to a great many citizens who do not live in 
Nebraska. 

The project report includes a condensed statement of the findings of 
the Department of the Interior with respect to the public recreation 
and wildlife management potentials. Our agency cooperated with the 
Park Service and the Fish and Wildlife Service in these studies, and 
concurs in the findings. 

We see no need to repeat the details of that statement in our testi- 
mony. Rather, we choose to direct the committee’s attention to an 
additional and important fact. In the development of a project for 
outdoor recreation, the location of the area is a very important factor. 
Proximity to centers of population and to major routes of tourist 
travel makes the Mid-State project doubly valuable. 

Approximately 68 percent of the residents of Nebraska live in the 
eastern one-fourth of the State. The Mid-State project is nearer 
and more readily accessible to these people than any similar develop- 
ment now present or proposed in the State of Nebraska. 

great, system of superhighways connects New York and points 
east with Chicago. An interstate highway that will connect Chicago 
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with Omaha and points west is now under construction. Approxi- 
mately one-half of the American people live in the area east of Omaha 
that will be served by these superhighways. 

This Interstate highway will follow the Platte River through 
central Nebraska. This valley has always been and always will be 
a major route of travel for the American people. This fact is highly 
significant to the consideration of the Mid-State project. 

"The Pony Express and the Mormon Trail traveled this valley, 
The greatest wagon road this world has ever seen, the famed Oregon 
Tr: ail, followed this same course. Up the Platte River VY; alley j in 
Nebraska came the first transcontinental railroad in our history. A 
direct extcnsion of the world’s greatest system of superhighways will 
follow this same historic course. 

The Mid-State project lies along and immediately adjacent to this 
superhighway. In fact, it is probable that part of the Federal wild. 
life refuge proposed in the project will lie astride the interstate. We 
remind you, therefore, that one-half or more of all American tourists 
who choose to see American first will eventually tr: avel the Platte 
River Valley. We remind you, also, that this river is a major con- 
centration point for the hordes of waterfowl that m inn rate up and 
down the central flyway. This valley in central Nebr: aska 1s the 
world’s greatest concentration point for migrating sandhill crane, 
It is the major resting and feeding area for the rare and beautify 
whooping crane, when they make their spring and autum flights 
between the coast of southern Texas and the shores of Great Slave 
Lake. 

The possibili ities of this project are self-evident. All things con- 
sidered, the recreation and wildlife management pote nti: als of this 
proposal are the best of any multipurpose project this witness has 
seen in nearly 40 years of State and Federal service in that field. 
It isa pleasure to recommend the Mid-State Reclamation District 
project to the committee. In the public interest, and we do mean the 
public interest, we urge your favorable consideration. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Steen. 

Are there any questions of Mr. Steen / 

Mr. Cuenowetu. Mr. Chairman, I think that the irapression the 
witness wants to leave is that the multitude of people who are travel- 
ing west to Colorado to view the scenic beauties of that great State 
would like to have a little diversion on the way and would like to 
stop to view this project. I believe that is the impression he wants to 
leave with the committee and he makes a very good point. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Steen, would you care to rebut that statement! 

Mr. Sreen. No, but I would like to amplify just briefly on my 
statement. I would like to point out that T have digressed here to 
make clear this fact: That in a multipurpose project of this nature, 
where we have nonreimbursable funds, the benefits usually accrue 
to a limited number of our citizens in the immediate locality of the 
project. A. flood-control project, for example, benefits the people 
who live on the flood plain immediately below the project. We have 
here a proposal to make available a considerable sum of nonreim- 
bursable funds for wildlife and recreation. I would like to make 
this point: That the benefits of that expenditure are not limited to 
the people of Nebraska, but will be realized by a great segment of 
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the American public who travel that valley. They will have a chance 
to enjoy those things. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you, Mr. Steen. 

Our next witness is Mr. EK. C. Reed, director of the conservation 
and survey division of the University of Nebraska. 

Will you come forward and identify yourself and you will be 
recognized. 


STATEMENT OF E. C. REED, DIRECTOR, CONSERVATION AND 
SURVEY DIVISION, UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA 


Mr. Reev. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
E. C. Reed, director of the conservation and survey division at the 
University of Nebraska. I think before I read you my prepared 
statement, I should tell you a little about our division. It is set up 
under the University of Nebraska to include the State soil survey, 
the State ground water survey, and the State geological survey, and 
Lam also State geologist of Nebraska. 

In order to expedite things, I will read my prepared statement and 
if there should be questions, that I need to use some maps and charts, 
I will do so. al 23 

We wish to support the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District 
project because we believe that this project is essential to the complete 
development of the natural resources of the area and the maintenance 
of the agricultural economy of an area with a highly variable climate. 

The soils of this region are highly productive, and the topography 
is favorable, but the limiting factor is water that can be available in 
constant amounts over a period of time. The precipitation records 
at Grand Island, which is centrally located in this project, indicate 
a longtime average precipitation of 22.7 inches. Since 1930, however, 
the precipitation at Grand Island has varied from a low of 11.91 
inches in 1950 to a high of 27.43 inches in 1957, imposing conditions 
that are extremely hazardous to agricultural production, especially 
when several dry years succeed one another. It is much more difficult 
to adjust to climatic conditions in an area of this kind, than it is in 
amore consistently arid climate, and prolonged droughts have a more 
serious effect. Also, areas of this nature can yield higher returns for 
the amount of irrigation water supplied than can areas in the more 
arid parts of the country because irrigation water can be used as a 
supplement to precipitation that is often significant in itself. 

The people of this area recognized the difficulties of farming with- 
out water to supplement the precipitation during dry periods and 
have done all that they can, as individuals, to remedy their situation. 
This consisted of the installation of irrigation wells to provide supple- 
mental water for irrigation use during the dry years. This remedial 
measure is effective so long as the average annual withdrawal of 
ground water does not exceed the average annual recharge to ground 
water. However, the development of ground water use proceeded 
so rapidly that it now appears that the average annual withdrawal 
exceeds the average annual recharge with a resultant progressive low- 
ering of ground water level that will ultimately put many irrigation 
wells out of business. 
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We estimate that the average annual recharge to ground water in 
Hall County, the central county of the project, - is about 113 ,600 acre. 
feet of water. There are now more than 135,000 acres of land, and 
the number of wells is likely to increase in the future. We believe 
that it is necessary to supply an average of more than 12 inches of 
water to each acre irrigated in order to secure satisfactory yields and 
that the present wells w vill utilize an aver age of about 145,000 acre-feet 
of water, compared to an average annual recharge of 113, 600 acre-feet, 
The annual withdrawals during the drier years will be much greater, 
and a long drought such as was experienced in the 1930’s w ould have 
disastrous ; effect Ss s under present usage. 

The fluctuations of ground water levels in Neb ‘aska are bein 
studied as a part of a cooperative ground water program between the 
conservation and survey division of the Univ ersity of Nebraska and 
the ground water branch, Water Resources Division, U.S. Geological 
Survey. This program was started in the Platte River Valley region 
of Nebraska in 1930 and expanded to cover the entire State several 
years later. Thus we have an observation well in the project area that 
has been measured at monthly intervals since 1930. This observation 
well is located about 7 miles east of Kearney and about 11 miles west 
of the west line of Hall County and is not in the area of most serious 
lowering of ground water levels which is located in northwestern Hal] 
County. This continuous detailed record, extending over a period 
of more than 28 years, presents an opportunity to examine the effects 
of climatic changes and large ground water withdrawals on water 

table fluctuations. 

In order to evaluate properly the effective controls on water table 
fluctuations in this area, a hydrograph of this continuous record is 
compared to a theoretical curve based on precipitation and tempera- 
ture at Kearney, the nearest U.S. Weather Bureau Station. The 

theoretical curve is based on the premise that the water table will 
remain at a constant level in an area when the amount of recharge 
based on precipitation and the amount of evapo-transpiration dis- 
charge is average or normal, if there are no outside influences, such as 
large ground water withdrawals. Thus, when natural recharge ex- 
ceeds natural dischar ge, the theoretical curve will rise, and it will drop 
when natural discharge exceeds natural recharge. The theoretical 
curve is shown by the lower graph in figure 1 and the measured water 
table fiuctuations in the observation well located 7 miles east of 
Kearney is shown by the middle graph. These gr: aphs follow each 
other very closely from 1931 through 1952, when it appears that 
climatic factors were dominant in ground water fluctuations in this 
area. However, ground water lev els from 1953 through 1957 dropped 
greatly in excess of any climatic controls and even the ver y favorable 
climate of 1957 was not effective in r aising the ground water levels 
until 1958. It is obvious that a succession of normal or below normal 
rainfall years will continue the permanent downward trend. 

The record of an observation well, located at Lexington, Nebr., 
where there is a combination of irrigation from wells and from di- 
verted streamflow is also shown as the upper graph in figure 1. The 
record of this well shows a very healthy condition in that no perma- 
nent downward trend has been developed. In fact, the water level 
here has raised significantly since 1951, as a direct result of artificial 
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recharge induced by water spreading in connection with irrigation 
from diverted streamflow and storage sources. —__ 

The status of the present ground water levels in all of Nebraska is 
shown in figure 2. This map relates the fall 1958 water level meas- 
urements to the median water levels measured at each observation 
well—the midpoint between the highest and lowest measurements of 
record. The State average of some 700 observations scattered over 
the State is only 0.26 feet below median point. However, ground 
water levels in southeastern Buffalo, the northwestern two-thirds of 
Hall County, and Merrick County, which comprises the Mid-State 
project area, vary from less than 1 foot above median in some small 
areas to almost 7 feet below median point in west-central Hall County. 
There is good reason to believe that any areas which presently show 
that ground water levels are more than 5 feet below median point are 
overdeveloped so far as ground water use is concerned, and valley 
areas with ground water levels of from 2 to 5 feet below median may 
be overdeveloped. ‘The overdeveloped areas will certainly exhibit 
permanent downward trends unless some means of artificial ground 
water recharge is instituted, or unless ground water users significantly 
reduce their withdrawals. The latter is not to be expected and prob- 
ably is not possible. 

Experience in Nebraska has demonstrated that one of the most 
effective and economical means of artificial ground-water recharge is 
through irrigation with water diverted from streamflow and from 
reservoirs where floodflows are stored. This results because water 
at high streamflow stage can be diverted into storage reservoirs for 
use on the land when it is needed, and this water is transported through 
low-gradient canals to the irrigated land. <A large percentage of the 
canal losses in an irrigation distribution system percolate downward 
to recharge ground water, and this water is not lost but added to 
ground-water storage. This principle is clearly demonstrated in 
figure 2 in south-central Nebraska, where ground-water levels are 
currently from 2 to more than 18 feet above median points. 

Not many years ago, it was believed that some irrigated lands should 
be served by water from streamflow sources and other areas, where 
relatively large capacity irrigation wells could be secured, should be 
served by water from a ground-water source. We now know that 
areas favorable to the development of irrigation from wells are highly 
susceptible to overdevelopment and that those areas using water from 
a combination of these two sources are the healthiest ones and can con- 
tinue to operate indefinitely without depletion of this very important 
resource. The Mid-State Reclamation District project is the type 
that can accomplish this very important conservation purpose and 
the agricultural economy of the area can be permanently stabilized 
in this manner. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you very much, Mr. Reed. 

You have done an excellent job. In my country, the Panhandle of 
Texas, we have the same problem you do in relation to water and I 
compliment you on the good job you have been doing up there in work- 
ing toward a solution on these problems. 

They have not been solved, but they need to be solved. 

Are there any questions? 


Mr. McGintey. I have the introduction of some material, but no 
questions, 
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Mr. Rogers. Mr. Cunningham ? 

Mr. Cunnincuam. I want to compliment the gentleman on the 
statement, and that is the crux of the whole thing that he has Outlined 
to you. We have the wells and we have the underground wate 
supply, but we are not going to have it very long unless we have g 
project of this nature. 

I might say in commenting on Mr. Steen’s statement, that we do not 
have all of the beauties of nature that they have in Colorado and jp 
Idaho and in California, and the other places, and we are very, Very 
desperately in need of recreation. We just do not have it in our State 
compared to what other people have and this contribution will cer. 
tainly mean a great deal to the people of Nebraska in spite of all of 
the other people that might use it. 

I know the people in Nebraska desperately need this type of recreg. 
tion. That is another compelling reason why we are very favorably 
disposed to this legislation. 

Mr. Rocers. The Chair was wondering why the gentleman did not 
mention Texas. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. I have not been in Texas, and I do not know 
what you have down there. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you very much, Mr. Reed. 

Mr. McGinley ? 

Mr. McGintey. I would ask unanimous consent to introduce and 
put into the record several statements from informed sources: From 
the National Reclamation Association, William E. Welsh, secretary. 
manager, from the Loup River Public Power District, the Nebraska 
Public Power System, Consumers Public Power District, a statement 
of Loyd Fischer and Howard Ottoson, Agricultural Economies De. 
partment of the University of Nebraska, a statement of Ray E. Lundy, 
city manager of Kearney, Nebr., a statement of the Kearney Chamber 
of Commerce, signed by Alvie Payne, a statement of C. W. Burdick, 
commissioner of public utilities, city of Grand Island, Nebr., a state. 
ment of Robert F. Day, president of Grand Island Chamber of Com- 
merce, a statement of L. E, Ray, president, Grand Island Industrial 
Foundation, Inc., and a statement of Donald R. Sampson, president 
of the Chamber of Commerce, General City, Merrick County, Nebr. 

Mr. Rocers, Without objection, those will be included in the record 
at this point. 

(Documents referred to follow. ) 


STATEMENT OF L. E. Ray, PRESIDENT, GRAND ISLAND INDUSTRIAL FOUNDATION, ING, 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the people residing in the Ne 
braska Mid-State reclamation project area have a good understanding of the 
project, its water conservation and other economical benefits, as well as the proj- 
ect’s influence upon the future agriculture economy of this area, the State of 
Nebraska and the Nation. 

A large majority of the populace, both rural and urban, living in the Mit 
State boundaries, have endeavored to express themselves in many ways. Two 
important factors are the vote of the people in sustaining the project, and the 
letters of intent by farm owners. 


_— 


Late in 1957 the Grand Island Industrial Foundation, upon the request of | 


several interested citizens, provided office facilities for an organization known 3’ 
Citizens for Mid-State. This voluntary group of civic-minded people organize 
support for the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District at an election held o 
October 29, 1957. The election, which was for the purpose of determining 
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whether or not the Mid-State district should be continued, resulted in an over- 
whelming vote in favor of continuance of the district. Approximately 85 percent 
of the voters voted to continue the district, and in some precincts the vote was as 
high as 25 to 1 in favor of such continuance. rhe endorsements and resolutions 
in support of the Mid-State project, which were passed by various boards, civie 
groups, elubs and organizations, were channeled through our office. secause of 
the fact that such documents were forthcoming, we feel you would be interested 
in having the names of the supporting organizations. 

While the list includes many names, it does not include the name of all support- 
ing organizations. However, it does provide a good cross-section of our urban and 


rural citizens. 

Platte Valley Pump Irrigators Associ- 
ation 

Hall County Farm Bureau 

Kearney Agricultural Committee 

Hall County Livestock Improvement 
Association 

Nebraska State Izaak Walton League 

Nebraska Reclamation Association 

Kearney Wildlife Club 

Nebraska Society of Professional Engi- 
neers 

Nebraska State Game Commission 

Grand Island Federation of Labor 

Business and Professional Women’s 
Club, Kearney 

American Association 
Women, Grand Island 

Grand Island Jr. Chamber of Commerce 

Shelton Lions Club 

Grand Island Rotary Club 

Kearney Lions Club 

Grand Island Lions Club 


of University 


Grand Island Chamber of Commerce 
Grand Island Cosmopolitan Club 
Grand Island Real Estate Board 
Brotherhood of Railway Clerks 
Grand Island Life Underwriters 
Grand Island Industrial Foundation 
Village Board of Trustees, Shelton 
City Council of Kearney 

Wood River Lions Club 

Cairo Boosters Club 

Toastmasters Club, Grand Island 
Kiwanis Club, Kearney 

Gibbon Lions Club 

Kearney Elks Club 

Buffalo County Board of Supervisors 
City Council of Grand Island 
Kearney Eagles Club 

American Legion Club, Kearney 
Veterans of Foreign Wars, Kearney 
Shelton Jr. Chamber of Commerce 
Kearney Cosmopolitan Club 
Kearney Rotary Club 


Kearney Chamber of Commerce 


The Mid-State project will provide many economical advantages, but as this 
organization is familiar with the desires and needs of industry, we wish to 
point out the need for such a project. Not only for needed water conservation 
for the rural areas, but for the urban needs and requirements of commercial and 
industrial use. 

Nebraska, because of farm mechanization and loss of farm population, must 
provide new and additional job opportunities for its people. The Mid-State 
project will have a major and decisive effect upon prospective industrialists 
who are insured of an adequate water supply should they locate in Nebraska. 
New jobs will be created during the actual construction of the project, and 
upon completion, new and additional job opportunities will present themselves 
throughout the area. 

The people of this area have devoted much time and have given their finan- 
cial support in perpetuating the Mid-State project, and we now sincerely solicit 
favorable action by your committee. 


STATEMENT OF DONALD R. SAMPSON, PRESIDENT, CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, CENTRAL 
Ciry, Merrick COUNTY, NEBR. 


The Central City Chamber of Commerce is a stanch supporter of the Mid- 
State project of the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District. For that reason, 
I now address this word of appreciation to the committee for its past efforts 
and to express the hope of the community that everything possible be done in 
the future to insure construction of the project. 

As you know, Central City is a rural community. 
area suffers or prospers, so likewise does this city. Merrick County is progres- 
sive, agriculturally and otherwise. Our farmers utilize the advanced farming 
practices with regard to fertilization, crop rotation, weed and insect control, ete. 
But nothing is more important to them or to the economy of the area than 


As the agriculture of the 
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irrigation. This practice has made land which was at one time virtually worth. 
less, now among the most highly valued anywhere. Our farmers, and thus our 
community, cannot depend upon the vagaries of nature to supply the Precious 
water necessary to crop production. Very rarely is there a summer when the 
irrigation wells are not in constant operation for more than a month. Without 
irrigation, all too often, there is no crop whatsoever. But this constant irriga- 
tion, in addition to providing good crops, must have another effect. The water 
table is dropping. As more wells are drilled and more water pumped, the water 
table will drop farther and farther. Even now it is becoming necessary to dri 
deeper to reach the supply. Eventually, it may disappear altogether under 
certain lands. 

It is deeply gratifying to us to know that positive action is being taken to 
alleviate this danger. By use of surface waters for irrigation, and the builg. 
ing up of the water table through the contemplated reservoir system, the present 
prosperity of this area may be continued. 

However, even beyond this desirable, or rather necessary accomplishment, there 
are additional benefits, any one of which standing alone would make the 
adoption of the project fully justifiable. The providing of power, the establigh. 
ment of recreational and game refuge areas, and the flood control provisions— 
all of these combine to make the Mid-State project at least one of the most vita 
pieces of legislation, as it relates to this area, ever to be introduced into the 
Congress of the United States. 


STATEMENT OF Ray FE. Lunpy, Ciry MANAGER OF KEARNEY, NEsgr. 

My name is Ray E. Lundy. I have been city manager of Kearney, Nebr., for 
almost 6 years. Kearney is an agricultural and rapidly developing industria) 
city located toward the west end of the Nebraska Mid-State district area and 
has a population presently estimated at 15,300 people. 

A firm and dependable water supply for the agricultural area in the vicinity 
of our community becomes more important to all of us every day. Within the 
past year a large hybrid seed processing firm, the DeKalb Co., has started eree. 
tion of a large plant to process seed raised in the area. The Rockwell Manv- 
facturing Co. recently completed a large manufacturing plant east of our city 
to fabricate precision valves and controls. Nationally known vegetable and 
food-processing companies have grown sizable experimental plots of vegetables 
widely spaced in our area for the past 3 years to determine feasibility of a 
full scale operation for the future. Most of these vegetables have been proc 
essed locally in their own experimental pilot plants. 

All of these companies benefit our city and agricultural area. All of them 
use water directly, or are dependent on a firm and dependable supply of water 
in the area to insure production of these agricultural] crops for processing. 

These industrial and agricultural plants help to balance our farm and city 
labor supply, make new jobs for our expanding population and in turn benefit 
not only our area, but the State and the Nation. These large installations also 
pay their fair share of taxes to support water development. Such plants re 
quire larger amounts of water than others for their operation. Too, the more 
varieties of crops that are grown in a given area, the more diversified will be 
the labor needed for those crops, and this, in turn, spaces the peak demands for 
labor and other services, so that supply can be more nearly balanced with 
demand. 

Our city water supply comes from 14 shallow wells which draw water from 
the same underground supply which furnishes water for all of our agricultural 
crops in the area. We know from our own experience and records that this 
water is being drawn out faster than it is being replenished, and many additional 
wells are being installed each year. We have thousands of acre-feet of water 
passing through our area every year in the Platte River, as it flows out to the 
Gulf of Mexico. We should be using this water to help maintain a balanced 
supply for our underground reservoir. If this water can be diverted and 
stored in the proposed Mid-State reservoir system and spread on our farms, 
a wide segment of the economy of the area will benefit greatly. The farmer 
will benefit from the water applied directly to his crops; the pump irrigator 
will benefit from the water that percolates to the reservoir below; the city and 
village water supplies will be more firm due to the recharge from surface 
irrigation. 
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The trade area of the city of Kearney extends roughly 30° miles west of 
the Mid-State district boundary, and about the same distance eastward into the 
district. This trade area has long been plagued by frequent damaging floods of 
Strever, Buffalo, Elm Creek, and Wood River. In addition to major damage 
to the highly developed farmlands and physical improvements in this trade area, 
these floods cause serious interruptions of communication and transportation 
gervices leading both to and from our city. The Mid-State project plan of de- 
velopment is designed to prevent these flood damages from occurring in all of 
that portion of the Platte Valley north of the river which lies within the Mid- 
State boundaries and extends some 30 miles to the west. ; 

Our primary interest in the Mid-State project is in the benefits derived from 
a balanced underground water supply and adequate irrigation water for agri- 
cultural needs and flood protection, as I have already outlined. However, we 
cannot overlook the enormous and widespread benefits that will be derived from 
the family recreation facilities and hunting and fishing area provided by the 
numerous proposed lakes. All of the major lake areas will be from 7 to 20 
miles from our community. Our people now have to drive 45 miles to reach 
the nearest lake of any size, and it has been long overcrowded. Phis Mid-State 
development will provide ample recreational areas and facilities within a rea- 
sonable traveling distance and within reach of all who desire it. , 

I am told by those who have studied the recreational features in more detail 
that there are more than 200,000 people living within a radius of 50 miles of 
these lake areas. In addition, the cross-country travelers and vacationists 
traveling on U.S. Highway 30, which passes within a few miles of most of 
the lakes, can make good use of these recreational facilities. 

In closing I want to say the people in our area cannot afford to let more time 
pass without utilizing all of our water resources. Recharge of the ground water 
in our area is imperative. In this all parties seem to be in agreement. Surface 
water will benefit those farmers who do not have a good well. <A stabilized 
water supply for our area will help stabilize the farm income. Whether we 
are trying to manage the affairs of a city or the finances of a farming unit, the 
benefits are there, if we can get our water resources developed. The Mid-State 
project plan, as presented to this committee, will, in my opinion, accomplish 
these basic objectives, and therefore, merits your full confidence. 


KEARNEY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, INC., 
Kearney, Nebr., April 9, 1959. 
House INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS COMMITTEE, 
Congress of the United States, 
Washington, D.C. 


GENTLEMEN: My name is Alvie Payne. I am the president of the Kearney 
Chamber of Commerce. For the past 15 years I have had the opportunity of 
observing the economy of the area embraced by the Mid-State project. I am 
familiar with the role that adequate water supply plays in the development of 
agriculture, industry, and our municipalities. 

Water is a commodity so precious that it is beyond price. 

The people of Buffalo, Merrick, and Hall Counties in south central Nebraska, 
being cognizant of the fact that ample water supply is beyond price and neces- 
sary for their very existence, caused to be organized in February 1948 the 
Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District. The Reclamation Act was passed 
unanimously by the 1947 Nebraska State Legislature and the Mid-State project 
was formed under its provisions. In 1957 the people of the district, reaffirming 
their desire for the conservation of water, approved by 84 percent of the vote, 
the continuance of the district, thereby again confirming their desire for the 
district and their willingness to be taxed for operation and maintenance costs. 

The main purpose of the district now, as it was at its inception, is the con- 
servation of surface water and the recharge of the underground supply of water. 
The economy of the district is predominantly agricultural and the agriculture is 
dependent upon water, the major part of which is supplied from irrigation wells. 
At the present time, Buffalo County has 1,627 wells, Hall County 2,190 wells, 
and Merrick County 1,505 wells, a total of 5,322 wells irrigating 312,400 acres. 
There has been since 1951 a drop in the underground water level that has reached 
alarming proportions. Continued depletion of our underground supply could 
cause untold hardships and change a now productive area into submarginal 
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lands. Agriculture is not the only segment of our economy that would be bene 
fited by the recharge of the underground supply, as industry within the areg ig 
100 percent dependent upon well water. The municipalities within the area algo 
depend upon the underground supply and the depletion of this supply would be 
catastrophic to the area involved, the State of Nebraska and the Nation. The 
Mid-State project is multipurpose and the No. 1 benefit is “recharge of the under. 
ground water supply. 

The No. 2 benefit is the irrigation that would be provided for 140,000 acreg of 
irrigable land. This land would be highly productive im ample water was 
available and would readily lend itself to the production of vegetables as wel] 
as the basic crops of corn, alfalfa, and small grains. Not the least important 
is the irrigated pasture and the production of dairy products and beef. 

United States Army Engineers have estimated past average annual flood dam- 
age in the Mid-State area in excess of $400,000. The flood-control features of the 
Mid-State project would protect farm land from erosion, prevent the destruction 
of roads, bridges, communication and transportation facilities. I, therefore, list 
the No. 3 benefit as flood control. Flood control by the conservation of the 
water for beneficial purposes that otherwise would cause the damage. 

The lakes and reservoirs filled with the water that would otherwise be wasted 
would provide recreational facilities for an estimated 200,000 people in the ad- 
jacent area. Recreation in the form of fishing, boating, and water sports has 
previously been denied these people. 

I have omitted any reference to the production of hydroelectric power from 
the benefits that the Mid-State project would provide, as I am not an engineer 
and therefore not qualified to speak on the subject. I do know, however, that 
industry is moving into this area and that industry must have power. The 
electric energy necessary to run the pumps on the 22,107 wells in the State is 
in itself tremendous. 

I, therefore, ask your favorable consideration and a hasty passage of HP. 
3662 for the following reasons: 

(1) The Mid-State project will provide a much needed recharge of under- 
ground water. 

(2) The Mid-State project will provide water for the irrigation of 140,000 
acres of rich, fertile land. 

(8) The Mid-State project will provide much needed flood control. 

(4) Needed recreational facilities will be provided by the many lakes and 
reservoirs on the project. 

(5) The project can furnish needed electrie power for the area and the State. 


ALVIE PAYNE, President. 


STATEMENT oF C. W. Burpick, CoMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC Utinities, CIry oF 
GRAND ISLAND, NEBR. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the city of Grand Island is the 
third largest in Nebraska. It is located in the central part of the State and im- 
mediately north of the Platte River in Hall County. 

Grand Island obtains its public water supply from 17 wells located in vari- 
ous places within and just beyond the city limits. The system is owned and 
operated by the municipality, and has been in existence since 1872. 

The underground water supply in this immediate valley, of which Hall 
County is the center, depends for its supply and replenishment upon precipita- 
tion in the form of rain and snow, together with a slow movement of percola- 
tion from the northwestern part of the State, known as the Sand Hills; Also, 
some percolation is supplied from the Platte River water flowing past Grand 
Island. 

In addition to the wells operated by the city of Grand Island, there are those 
operated by five other smaller towns in Hall County for public water supply 
purposes. Also, there are, as of January 1, 1959, 2,260 irrigation wells in Hall 
County, pumping from 500 to 1,000 gallons per minute per well throughout the 
crop growing season. These irrigation wells for the most part have been in- 
stalled during the past 7 to 10 years, and more are being installed each year. 

The city of Grand Island, anticipating the results to its water supply because 
of the tremendous withdrawal of water from the shallow underground reservoir, 
authorized the installation of 54 observation wells in a cross section north and 
south, east and west, in a 6-mile radius around Grand Island. These wells 
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were installed in 1936 for the purpose of keeping a record on the underground 
water table levels. Readings as to depth of water from ground level have been 
taken quarterly since the observation wells were installed. These records re- 
yeal a constant lowering of the underground water table—more pronounced 
over the past 8 years. The present general water table within the area of the 
city’s observation wells is 17 feet below what it was in 1951. The city of Grand 
Island, as well as many irrigators, have found it necessary to lower their pumps 
pecause Of this condition. However, there are many places where the shallow 
supply can no longer be pum] ed economically. 

From the writer’s experience of more than 40 years of operating the city’s 
water department, it is obvious that a greater amount of water is being with- 
drawn from the underground supply than is being replenished from all present 
sources. And, if not supplemented by surface water, will in a short time dis- 
appear unless drastically controlled. 

The city of Grand Island has taken precautionary measures for the conserva- 
tion of water by discouraging its use for air conditioning, unless recirculated 
or returned to the underground supply. Grand Island recently completed the 
construction of a new steam powerplant which was designed to return all con- 
denser-cooling water to the underground through two artificial lakes. 

The officials of Grand Island, in view of the facts above, are very much 
alarmed over its future public water supply and the preservation of its present 
investments ; precautionary measures within its power have been taken to con- 
serve the present supply. The city has assisted in every way in supporting the 
Mid-State project. This project, when built, will store water, now passing 
Grand Island every year on its course to the gulf, and conserve it for more use- 
ful purposes through the replenishment and stabilization between surface and 
underground water. 

In conclusion, may I state that it is my opinion, the greatest single reason 
for the construction of Mid-State is the preserving of the large investments 
made by cities, towns, and agriculture located within the Mid-State area, which 
are dependent on water through the stabilization and replenishment to the 
ground water. Futhermore, the future of Nebraska and the Mid-State area in 
particular will be in a more favorable position to obtain its fair share of the 
Nation’s increasing population and industrial expansion—water being the prime 
requisite for both. 


STATEMENT OF Rosert F. DAy, PRESIDENT, GRAND ISLAND CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the Grand Island Chamber of 
Commerce, With a membership of over 900 business and professional people, 
having spent considerable amounts of time and money doing education, informa- 
tional, and research work for the Nebraska Mid-State reclamation project, 
heartily support this project. 

The residents within the project area are in accord with the Mid-State project. 
This was evidenced by a 5 to 1 vote in November 1957, in favor of continuing 
the project. In Grand Island itself, with a population of 25,000, the vote was 
17 to 1 in favor of the project. 

The Mid-State Board of Directors have secured valid signatures of landowners 
representing over 113,000 acres by letters of intent. This is further proof, and 
an indication from the people within the project area, as to their interest and 
belief in this project. 

We feel the Nebraska Mid-State project is truly an investment in this great 
Nation of ours, as well as the State of Nebraska. We are firmly convinced 
the project will greatly enhance the economic growth and development of this 
area. 

Not only will this important project provide needed water supply and con- 
servation, it will provide employment for the farm population that are seeking 
employment in other fields. This factor is caused by farm mechanization, 
which in turn reduces the rural population. 

The Nebraska Mid-State reclamation project is not a giveaway program by 
our Federal Government. It is unique in that it is a partnership activity between 
the people and their Government; not a grant or gift, but a loan to be repaid 
to the United States Government. 

Irrigation, electrical power, flood control, fish and wildlife benefits, purxs, 
and tourist attractions are worthwhile features of the project. 
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Officials and staff specialists of national food processing firms have continued 
interests in the area encompassed by the Mid-State boundaries. Two such firms 
have established tomato and carrot experimental plots in the past three erowing 
seasons, and they have watched with interest our Mid-State progress to secure 
the recharge of underground water and maintain an adequate reserve. 

The Mid-State project is an investment in America, the cost of which wil] be 
repaid by the people in the project area over a period of years. 





NEBRASKA PUBLIC POWER SYSTEM, 
Columbus, Nebr., April 17, 1959, 


Subject: The Nebraska Midstate Reclamation District, H.R. 3662. 


COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
House of Representatives, 
U.S. Capitol, Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: We recently received a copy of the Supplemental Review of the 
Mid-State Project Report dated April 25, 1958, prepared by R. W. Beck & 
Associates under date of March 19, 1959. 

We hereby reaffirm the comments on this project made to you in our letter of 
June 11, 1958, and we accordingly respectfully solicit your favorable considerg- 
tion of this legislation which will insure early completion of this project and 
thereby permit continuation of the orderly development of the agricultural and 
industrial economy of the State of Nebraska and the area generally. 

Respectfully yours, 
D. J. DeBorr. 


NEBRASKA PUBLIC POWER SYSTEM, 
Columbus, Nebr., June 11, 1958, 
Subject: The Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District. 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
House of Representatives, 
U.S. Capitol, Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: For the past several years we have been in close touch with the 
proposed Mid-State project of the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District at 
Grand Island, Nebr. We have watched with more than passing interest the 
plans to develop the irrigation, flood control, fish, wildlife and recreation and 
power potentialities of the Mid-State area. 

We have before us a copy of a very comprehensive engineering report on this 
project. We are impressed by the obvious possibilities inherent in this project 
for conserving and making the ultimate beneticial use of Nebraska’s most impor- 
tant natural resource, namely, water. The continued development of the agricul- 
tural and industrial economy of the State of Nebraska will be immensely 
enhanced through the completion of this project. 

It is our understanding that this matter will be before your committee for 
review during the week of June 16, 1958. 

We respectfully recommend your favorable consideration of the necessary 
legislation that will insure completion of this project on an orderly basis. 

Respectfully yours, 
DD. J. DEBorR. 


CONSUMERS PUBLIC POWER DISTRICT, 
Columbus, Nebr., April 15, 1959. 
Mr. VERNON RICE, 
President, Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, 
Grand Island, Nebr. 

Deak Mr. Rice: Mr. McKinney has forwarded to us a copy of the “Supple 
mental Review of the Mid-State Project Report,” dated March 19, 1959, and 
asked for our comments prior to the hearings on H.R. 3662 before the House 
Interior Subcommittee on April 27. 

While time does not permit a thorough study of R. W. Beck & Associates’ 
supplemental review, I feel sure it does not alter Consumers district's attitude 
toward the Mid-State project expressed in my letter of June 4, 1958, wherein I 
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stated that Consumers is fully aware of the substantial improvement to the 
economy of the area and the State by your project. Also, with the continuing 
increase in the use of electricity, there should be no serious problem in having 
q market for the hydroelectric power to be produced by the project at such time 
as it comes into the picture. F 

I trust you will be able to make continuing progress toward consummation of 
your pr¢ yject. 
? Very truly yours, 

R. L. ScHacut, General Manager. 


§raTEMENT OF LOYD FISCHER AND Howarp OTToson, AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS 
DEPARTMENT, UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we have been invited by the 
Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District to comment concerning the proposed 
Mid-State project, with respect to its economic effect on Nebraska agriculture. 

Our comments are presented in three major parts; first, we will note some 
organization aspects of the project. Then we will point out some of the general 
effects of the project in the project area; finally, we will examine some of the 
penefits of the project on individual farms. 

We should say that while we have examined the description of the project 
prepared by the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, we have not evaluated 
the economic analysis of the report, nor have we critically appraised the cost- 
penefit data included. We have no basis for judgment as to the economic de- 
sirability of this project, as opposed to other similar projects competing for 
Federal assistance, or for the economic desirability of this and similar projects, 
as compared to other alternative uses for Federal funds. We recognize several 
policy considerations related to any agricultural development projects. In a 
fully employed economy, they necessariiy involve diversion of labor and capital 
resources from other uses. Agricultural development projects necessarily in- 
yolve an increase in agricultural production. The effect on agricultural income 
of such increased production depends on the demand elasticities for the prod- 
ucts whose supply is increased. These things occur whether the developing 
agency is State or Federal. Development projects change the ability of one agri- 
cultural area to compete with another. With the increase in economic activity 
which results in the area in which a project is developed, there will be greater 
utilization of underemployed labor resources in the project area, and an increase 
in the income to that area. 

Our attention is now directed to the impacts of the proposed project in the 
area. 

LOCAL INITIATIVE 


We favor the idea of local people taking the initiative, and through their 
own district, building the project of their choice. 

It should be noted that as long ago as 1943, the people in the Grand Island 
area started to make voluntary contributions for preliminary engineering sur- 
veys. Since 1948, when they organized the Mid-State Reclamation District, they 
have raised funds through taxation to continue the necessary planning. They 
are to be complimented for their perseverance. Their initiative is commend- 
able. 

We feel that it is only just, that local people, when they build their own 
project, should be offered the same help from the Federal Government that 
would be received if a Federal agency built the project. We hope that the 
necessary arrangements to provide for Federal cooperation with the Mid-State 
Reclamation District can be worked out soon. Delays are financially burden- 
some to the district. 

IMPORTANCE OF WATER IN THE AREA 


Water is an essential input in modern productive processes. Some economic 
activities, such as irrigation farming, require large quantities of water. Vir- 
tually all other productive activities in whch man engages require growing 


quantities of water in commercial, domestic, and municipal uses. Limitations 


on water availability in an area will circumscrbe its economic and demographic 
development. In recent years this fact has become a matter of concern to many 
people in this country and especially to those living in an intensively (from an 
agricultural standpoint) developed, subhumid area such as that of the Mid-State 
reclamation project. 
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WATER USERS OF THE AREA 


Agriculture and municipalities compete for water in the project area. There 
is already a concentration of irrigation wells of up to 12 per section. In some 
areas water is apparently being pumped faster than natural recharge occurs. 
Both nonfarm and farm users are inceasing their use of water. Another 
drought period, which increases withdrawal and reduces recharge, would likely 
result in shortages of water for both farm and nonfarm purposes. 


NEED FOR WATER 


The farm land in the area was settled and developed on an intensive (Cor, 
3elt) basis. Dryland operations have been constantly handicapped by drought 
Irrigation development was initiated soon after settlement and has expandeg 
steadily since. The soils of the valley are well adapted to irrigation, and the 
farmers have long years of experience in irrigation techniques. 

With proper development, large quantities of good quality water can hp 
made available for expansion of industry in the area, and the exodus of farmers 
from surrounding areas provides a potential supply of labor for such industria] 
development. ‘Transportation facilities, both aAighway and rail, are adequate 
to serve adapted industries. 

THE EMERGING PROBLEM 


The area of this project is underlain with an accessible and productive aquifer, 
Throughout, most of the soil profiles are permeable, permitting rapid replenigb. 
ment of ground water. However, natural recharge is limited by (a) ap 
average rainfall of only 20 to 25 inches per year, (0b) the occurrence of heayy 
downpours resulting in loss of water by surface runoff, and (c) a high evapo. 
transpiration rate. 

The use of underground water is heavy. Irrigation from wells is being carried 
on throughout the valley. Irrigators are beginning to compete with each other 
and with municipalities for the limited supply of water. 


THE EFFECT OF PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 


Several beneficial effects would accrue to the area from the development of 
the project. First, the rate of recharge of aquifers would be increased from (a) 
the reservoirs themselves on the upper edge of the valley, (b) from the supply 
canals, and (c) from the surface water used in irrigation. 

The project area is flanked on the north by hilly land, much of which is in 
grass. The integration of beef cattle production in the hills with feeding 
operations in the valley would result in a more stable and prosperous agricul- 
ture within the project and surrounding areas. 


ADVANTAGES TO INDIVIDUAL FARMS 


Facts obtained from farmers in the Mid-State area in a survey 10 years ago, 
indicate the ways in which an additional and more stable water supply will 
be beneficial. In 1950, the average yield of alfalfa on a sample of farms in the 
tricounty project area, which is south of the Mid-State project area, was 44 
tons per acre, with 18 inches of water applied per acre on the average. In the 
Plate Valley the average yield was 3.6 tons per acre with 11 inches of water 
applied. Had more water been available, the yields in the Platte Valley should 
have been at least as high as those in the tricounty area, the soils being at least 
as productive in the valley as in the tricounty area. Through corn had pref- 
erence over alfalfa in bidding for scarce water, the corn yields at approximately 
70 bushels per acre were far below maximum possibilities. Corn yields have, 
no doubt, increased since, because of increased use of fertilizer and more effective 
irrigation, but further increases will be possible in the future, if a larger supply 
of water is provided. 

A study of corn yields in the drought year 1955 indicated that irrigated yields 
of corn were 60 to 70 bushels per acre above nonirrigated yields. This compares 
with an average margin of about 30 bushels. Obviously, irrigation tends to 
stabilize crop incomes by bolstering yields in severely dry years. 

Increased stability of crop production affects the enterprise organization of 
the farms involved. Irrigation farms in the Platte Valley in 1950 had twice as 
many cattle and 50 percent more hogs than nonirrigated farms in the same 





neighbo 
pecause 
Anotl 
high-qu 
eral dr 
develop 
jnsuran 
The § 
able fr 
more st 
tions. 
than fa 
Addi 
availab 
applies 
technol 
Many f 
to more 
tion of 
income. 
was pr 
could I 
160 acr 


STATEM 
WILI 
TION 


My | 
Reclam 
ect, I 4 
suppor’ 

The 
mittee 
Nebras 
and dv 
that til 

As il 
the col 
wells | 
When 
year. 
repeate 
in the ; 

The | 
tion D) 
power 
is to pr 
In add 
table a 
water 
with tl 
a mom 

The 
canal, 
reserv« 
earth-f 
capaci 

The 
the pri 
project 
a non- 
Federa 
reimbu 





MID-STATE PROJECT, NEBRASKA 14] 


neighborhood. Livestock numbers have likely increased still more since then 
pecause Of less favorable prices of cash corn. ; 
Another very important effect of more stable production is the protection of 
high-quality breeding herds against partial or complete liquidation during Sev- 
eral drought periods. rhe hazard of drought discourages farmers who wish to 
develop high-quality herds, particularly cattle; but irrigation provides the 
insurance required to remove this hazard. ' , 
The stabilizing effect of irrigation also serves to make farm income less vari- 
able from year to year. This makes the income required to support the family 
more secure and provides a more dependabie base for meeting financial obliga- 
tions. Surveys show that irrigation farmers buy more machinery and fertilizer 
than farmers on nonirrigated land. ; 
Adding water to a short supply or providing water where it was not previously 


available helps to alleviate a constantly pressing problem on small farms. This 
ie | +7 <a 4 1 ‘+ + “oi . ; . 
applies to farms w hich will be affected by the Mid-State project. Advancing 
e . . ° : : . . : 

technology is constantly pressing farmers to increase the size of their operations. 


Many farmers gain control of additional land, but others do not have acces 
to more land. In the latter case, a good substitute for additional land is irriga- 
tion of part or all of the present land holdings. The volume of production, and 
income, are thus increased. An illustration of the effect of irrigation on income 
wags prepared for this area. It indicated that the income of a 160-acre farm 
could be increased approximately as much by irrigating 80 acres as by adding 
160 acres of nonirrigated land. 


STATEMENT PERTAINING TO THE Proposep Mip-StTare ProJgeciv, NEBRASKA, BY 
WILLIAM I. WELSH, SECRETARY-MANAGER, NATIONAL RECLAMATION ASSOCIA- 
TION 


My name is William E. Welsh. I am secretary-manager of the National 
Reclamation Association. At the request of the sponsors of the Mid-State proj- 
ect, lam happy indeed to have the opportunity for presenting this statement in 
support of that project. 

The Mid-State project, as it is proposed and now pending before your com- 
mittee embraces an area along the Platte River, in the south central part of 
Nebraska. This is an area that was extremely hard hit by the severe drought 
and dust storms of the 1930’s. It has also experienced many dry years since 
that time. 

As indicated by the Governor of Nebraska, at the time of the hearings before 
the committee a year ago, irrigation on a few farms by water available from 
wells has clearly demonstrated what irrigation will mean to that entire area. 
When irrigation is available, the very finest of crops can be raised year after 
year. But, under present existing conditions, there have been frequent and 
repeated crop failures which have placed a heavy burden upon the people living 
in the area, which it is proposed would benefit by this project. 

The Mid-State project, which is sponsored by the Nebraska Mid-State Reclama- 
tion District, is a multipurpose project. Its benefits will include flood control, 
power development and recreation, although the primary purpose of the project 
is to provide irrigation water to approximately 140,000 acres of land in that area. 
In addition to the above, this project will also recharge the underground water 
table and thereby indirectly benefit a much greater area by making an adequate 
water supply available for irrigation by pumping. Surely, no one who is familiar 
with the damaging effects of the recurring droughts in that area can question for 
amoment the urgent need for this project. 

The principal features of the project consist of a diversion dam, a main supply 
canal, a reservoir system, consisting of a series of 23 interconnecting ravine 
reservoirs on the north side of the valley, formed through the construction of 
earth-filled dams, 4 powerplant sites with approximately 60,000 kilowatts 
capacity, spillways, ®codways, and a well-gravity irrigation distribution system. 

The legislation before the committee for consideration would appear to extend 
the principles embodied in the Small Reclamation Projects Act to a much larger 
project. It would provide that the Federal Government should grant a loan to 
a non-Federal project initiated under State law. It would also authorize the 


Federal Government to make grants to non-Federal projects for certain non- 
reimbursable items. 


39887—59———_10 








142 MID-STATE PROJECT, NEBRASKA 


Although the above proposals may not be entirely in accordance with the long. 
established reclamation procedure on projects which have been approved in the 
past, nevertheless, these proposals have both been endorsed by the National 
Reclamation Association. As an indication of such endorsement, I am attaching 
to my statement two resolutions adopted by the association at its last annual 
meeting, which was held in Houston, Tex., November 1958. These resolutions ip. 
clude: “Resolution No. 8: Loans for Projects Initiated Under State Law,” and 
“Resolution No. 23: Nonreimbursable for Non-Federal Projects.” 

I have just been advised by Mr. J. K. McKinney, secretary, Nebraska Mid-State 
Reclamation District, by long distance telephone, that the Governors of the 19 
Missouri River Basin States have approved this project. 

This project is located in a very fine agricultural region, a region where excel. 
lent crops can be raised when an adequate water supply is available. There is an 
urgent need for the project as a result of recurring droughts. The project js 
economically sound and engineeringly feasible. For these reasons, the Nationa] 
Reclamation Association is happy indeed to lend its support and endorsement 
to the project and urge the committee that it be reported favorably. 


RESOLUTION S—LOANS FOR PROJECTS INITIATED UNDER STATE Law 


Whereas the contract cost of constructing storage facilities, canals, irrigation 
distribution systems, hydroelectric power facilities, and other construction in 
connection with reclamation development, when designed to meet criteria estab. 
lished by Federal agencies, is often beyond the physical need and financial ability 
of a contracting agency to repay, and 3 

Whereas such development as planned and constructed by a State agency or 
local entity would often serve needed requirements if the agency or entity were 
financially able to construct such development; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, by the National Reclamation Association, That Congress be urged 
to enact legislation authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to grant loans to 
such agencies for the construction by such agencies of storage facilities, canals, 
irrigation distribution systems, hydroelectric power facilities and other con- 
struction in connection with reclamation development, on the same financing 
basis as if constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation. 


RESOLUTION 23—-NONREIMBURSABLES FOR NON-F EDERAL PROJECTS 


Whereas under existing law, in the construction of Federal projects, that part 
of the estimated cost allocated to flood control, navigation, and fish and wildlife 
is deemed to be nonreimbursable; and 

Whereas projects initiated under State law, by State bodies, irrigation districts, 
or nonprofit water companies, financed wholly by funds other than those appro- 
priated by the Congress, may produce similar national flood control, navigation, 
and fish and wildlife benefits on said projects, but under present law there is no 
contribution from the Federal Government; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the National Reclamation Association favors congressional 
authorization for the contribution by the United States of funds for such non- 
reimbursable costs on these projects. 


Loup RIver PusLic POWER DISTRICT, 
Columbus, Nebr., April 15, 1959. 
Mr. VERNON RICE, 
President, Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, 
Grand Island, Nebr. 


DEAR Mr. Rice: Mr. J. K. McKinney has kindly supplied us with a copy of the 
1959 “Supplemental Review Report for the Mid-State Project’ and requested 
such comments as Loup District may care to make concerning the proposed 
midstate development. 

The board of directors of Loup District and its staff have followed with much 
interest the progress that has been made through local initiative in the develop- 
ment of a multipurpose reclamation project. After making a careful review of 
the 1958 Mid-State report, Mr. Edd Kelley, on behalf of Loup District, forwarded 
a statement to the committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, under date of 
January 6, 1958. 
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We note from the Supplemental ReviewReport that the basic project concept 
remains unchanged but that you have been able to make considerable progress 
with respect to certain items. You are certainly to be congratulated for the 
yrogress you have made since the congressional hearings last year. 

' It is further noted from your report that your consulting engineers have recom- 

mended that the power penstocks be included in the project as a basic feature 

go as not to preclude the future development of hydroelectric power. Loup Dis- 

trict having been in the wholesale power business in Nebraska for more than 

2 years, fully understands the problem of keeping ahead of the power supply 

requirements of an area, and we most heartily support your plan to include 
wer penstocks in your basic project. 

We are hopeful that the current Mid-State legislation receives favorable 
approval at this session of Congress for certainly central Nebraska needs the 
penefits that can be achieved through the development of this project. 

You may use this letter with your testimony at the forthcoming congressional 
hearings. 

Respectfully yours, 
Con KEATING, President. 

Mr. Rocers. The Chair is Sorry that. we do not have time to get to 
the other departmental witness, but will say that we will try to make 
arrangements for early completion of the record and all parties will 
be advised as soon as this can be done. If there is no other business to 
come before the committee 

Mr. McGintey. I might make the additional comment, we realize 
this is, I think, an interesting case, and involves some new approaches 
and we expect to work, with the patience of the committee, on ironing 
out the details. But, our people will be available for any further 
hearings or advice that the committee might seek to help it in its task. 

Mr. Rogers. The Chair would like to express his appreciation for 
the fine cooperation of the members of the committee and the fine 
cooperation of the witnesses and the people who have come in here 
from Nebraska on this subject. 

If there is no further business to come before the committee, we will 

. ; : yelp ’ 
stand adjourned, subject to further order of the Chair. 
Whereupon, at 11:55 a.m., the committee was recessed, subject to 
‘ho? ? ’ J 
the call of the Chair.) 
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MID-STATE RECLAMATION DISTRICT PROJECT, 
NEBRASKA 


TUESDAY, JUNE 23, 1959 


House or RepreseNnrAtIivEs, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIKs, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 9:55 a.m., pursuant to call, in the com- 
mittee room, New House Office Building, Hon. Walter Rogers (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Rocers. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation will 
come to order for the further consideration of H.R. 973, H.R. 3662, 
ELR. 5073, to provide for Federal cooperation with the Nebraska Mid- 
State Reclamation District, Nebraska, in the construction of the Mid- 
State project. 

Hearings were held on April 27 and 28 of this year and testimony 
was received from the Bureau of Reclamation and from representa- 
tives of the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District. 

The witnesses this morning whom we were not able to hear at the 

rior hearings will be Lt. Col. James A. Vivian, Office of the Chief of 
Badinecrs. Department of the Army; Mr. Abram V. Tunison, As- 
sistant Director, Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Department of the Interior, who will be accompan- 
ied by James T. McBroom, Chief of the Branch of River Basins, and 
Wilham M. White, economist, Branch of River Basin Studies. 

Without objection Lt. Col. James A. Vivian, Office of the Chief of 
Engineers, will be recognized at this time. Colonel, you may bring 
with you any aides or associates you may need. 


STATEMENT OF LT. COL. JAMES A. VIVIAN, OFFICE OF THE CHIEF 
OF ENGINEERS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY; ACCOMPANIED BY 
C. M. CONWAY, SPECIAL PROJECTS BRANCH 


Colonel Vivian. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. Identify yourself for the record, and you may proceed. 

Colonel Vivian. I am Lt. Col. James A. Vivian, Office of the Chief 
of Engineers, Department of the Army. I have with me Mr. C. M. 
Conway, Special Projects Branch. 

The Department’s comments on the bills which are the subject of 
this hearing were provided in a letter from the Secretary of the Army 
to the chairman, deted April 28, 1959. The comments are essentially 
the same as those made by the Department on last year’s bill. 
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In addition, on April 9, 1959, in response to the committee’s earliep 
request, Brig. Gen. J. L. Person, Assistant Chief of Engineers fo, 
Civil Works in a letter to the chairman explained the Corps of 
Engineers’ policy on flood control projects and furnished certain 
figures that had been requested. With your permission, Mr. Chair. 
man, I should like briefly to review the content of these letters. 

Mr. Rocers. You may proceed, sir. 

Colonel Vivian. The basis for the figures which I shall present jp 
my testimony is the estimated cost of $74 million, not the recently 
supplied figure of $8114 million. However, the principle stated 
would be the same in any case and the final cost allocation would 
be based, we presume, on actual costs. 

The essence of the Department’s comments with regard to H.R. 
3662, and which would apply equally to H.R. 5073 and similarly to 
H.R. 973, is that the amount of the grant for flood control should not 
be the entire cost allocated to flood control since, generally speaking, 
under flood control law where there are assignable benefits, local 
interests share in the local costs. 

In this project this applies to the various supply canals and 
floodways which have a flood control as well as a reclamation pur- 

ose. 

We feel that the bill should provide for economic justification of 
the amount of the flood control grant, that is, that the flood control 
benefits assigned to the project should be equal to or greater than the 
cost allocable to flood control. 

We feel that as much flood control benefit should be obtained from 
the whole project as the flood control features might cost. 

We feel that the Department of the Army, being the primary 
Federal agency charged with flood control, should assure itself that 
the flood control features have engineering feasibility. 

The Department of the Army, of course, should prescribe regula- 
tions and enter into agreement with the constructing agency to assure 
operation to obtain the benefits claimed. Section 5 of the bills pro- 
vides for this. 

Subject to the foregoing remarks, as stated in the Department's 
letters, the Department of the Army would have no objection to the 
enactment of these three bills. 

{arlier, I mentioned General Person’s letter of April 9 to the 
chairman. This letter was in reply to a request by the committee that 
we study the project and furnish certain data. It explains that we 
must recommend certain deductions from the grant for rights-of- 
way, bridge alterations, and operation and maintenance of the canal 
and floodway features of the project. 

The letter further explains the Federal policy on flood control 
projects with respect to cost sharing and notes that for a project life 
of 100 years the allocation to flood control would be $16.6 million as 
compared to $17.2 million in the Mid-State report. This results from 
the Nebraska Mid-State organization applying the very complicated 
allocation procedure slightly differently from the manner in which 
the corps applied it. 

The effect on the over allocation for a 50-year project life would 
be of a similar magnitude. 

Utilizing the basic allocation, therefore, that I have just mentioned 
the Corps of Engineers then as a result of the requirements for local 
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articipation under our laws and policies comes up with a nonreim- 
orsablo apportionment to flood contro] of $11.6 million on a hundred- 
year basis. 
“ General Person’s letter further explains that we normally use a 50- 
year economic project life in our projects, but in response to the com- 
mittee’s request we have presented these figures on a hundred-year 
basis. ; } 

He mentions also that during the actual design of the flood control 
features it might be desirable to somewhat decrease the degree of pro- 
tection afforded, that is, to maximize the flood control benefits with 
regard to the flood control costs. He concludes finally that the figures 
we have presented to the committee were based on the project costs 
and benefits contained in the Mid-State report, that the criteria and 
procedures under which these costs were determined are reasonable 
but that if Federal participation in the project is authorized, the allo- 
cated and nonreimbursable costs should be based on the actual costs of 
construction. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement. 

Mr. Rocers. Colonel Vivian in your first remarks, you referred to 
the fact that the percentage would be different because of the $74 
million figure as compared to the $81 million figure, but that the actual 
flood control figures themselves would be the same. 

Colonel Vivian. The principle would be the same, sir, is what I 
meant to say. ‘The figures would be slightly different. We would 
have to go——— 

Mr. Rocers. The percentage figures or the actual figures? 

Colonel Vivian. ‘The actual figures would be slightly different, sir. 
We would have to go through another cost allocation based on any 
new figure, but the principle that we applied in arriving at the figures 
we have arrived at would apply the same. 

Mr. Rocrrs. Mr. Aspinall, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Asprnatu. Colonel Vivian, has your survey and your study of 
this particular project been as thorough as you would make on a 
project of your own? 

Colonel Vivian. At this stage of the project and to the degree that 
we have been involved in it; yes. 

Mr. Asprnati. Then what you are saying when you read the two 
letters as one, that is, the letter of April 9 from General Person and 
the letter of April 28, signed by Secretary of the Army—what you are 
saying here is that under the procedures which the Army uses and has 
used consistently there is a variance from the amount which the plan 
calls for at the present time of $17.2 million allocated to flood control 
down to $10.2 million, which the Army feels is justified. Is that 
right ? 

Colonel Vivian. Yes, sir. But I might explain that we are apply- 
ing flood control law as it applies to the Department of the Army proj- 
ects. These are the laws under which we operate, sir. 

Mr. Asprnatu. They are the laws under which you operate. Let us 
take other irrigation projects. Do they have to conform to the laws 
under which you operate? 

Colonel Vivian. I am not too familiar with irrigation projects, sir, 
because we only get into them incidentally. However, I believe that 
irrigation projects are normally handled under reclamation law. 
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Mr. Asprnaty. Yes; but under the 1944 act you folks have your 
mutual responsibility in the Missouri Basin along with reclamation 
And not only that, under the general law under which we work 
wherever we have multiple-purpose facilities we always have to have 
a report from the Army Engineers. As I understand it—mayhe ] 
am wrong, but as I understand it, we have to conform to the policy 
which the Army Engineers have followed. Do you know the answer 
to that question ? 

Colonel Vivian. Sir, when we prepare a project, of course, we are 
looking at a project primarily from a flood control point of view and 
we would not propose it for authorization unless flood control or some 
purpose which we are primarily charged with was the principal pur- 
pose of the project. 

Mr. Asprnauu. But your position, as I understand it simply means 
this: that if we follow the law under which you folks have to operate— 
and most certainly the reclamation features of this program are going 
to have to follow the law under which reclamation operates—then this 
project comes short some $6 million because the allocation allowed to 
flood control as recommended by the local interests sponsoring this 
project is $6 million more than what you say can be authorized under 
the law under which you operate, is that correct ? 

Colonel Vivian. That is correct. 

Mr. Asprnati. That does one of two different things: that either 
makes the project infeasible or it means that the users will have to 
go someplace else to get other funds to make up that deficiency. Is 
that correct ? 

_Colonel Vivian. I do not know that the project would be infeasible, 
sir. 

Mr. Asprnatu. If we do not allocate the whole amount of $172 
million to flood control, then the users cannot pay for it, because they 
are not able to get that other $6 million under the figures which they 
present to us and it becomes infeasible from a repayment standpoint, 

Colonel Viv1an. I see, sir. 

Mr. Asprnatu. If that is true the only thing they can do is to go 
someplace else to get those additional moneys. 

Colonel Vrv1an. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The only recommendation that you folks are in a 
position to make, as I understand it, is that “If you are going to have 
us in on it you will have to cut down the allocation that you make to 
flood control to conform with our formula.” 

Colonel Vivian. If the Congress decides to handle the flood control 
features under flood control law; yes, sir. 

Mr. Asprnatyi. Let me ask you this: Do you know of any projects 
where we have trespassed upon your ordinary procedures and we 
have authorized projects which do not conform to the Army Engineers’ 
formula? 

Colonel Vrvran. No, sir; I donot. However, it might be of interest 
to the chairman that normally the projects where these laws are 
applied are local protection projects, that is they are strictly flood 
control projects, in an urban area, generally speaking. So that there 
is no other purpose such as irrigation involved in the projects; it is 
strictly 100 percent flood control. Therefore, flood control laws are 
strictly applicable to the project. 
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Mr. Asprnauu. I am just thinking now in terms of a rather large 

Y ’ : > ry’ . r N ao * 

project, the Upper Colorado River project. The Army Engineers 

went in and surveyed, as I understand, the flood control benetits and 

the amount allocable to flood control that is, amounts were allocated 

to the power projects and to the domestic water projects; and to 

irrigation, but the amount allocated to flood control is what the Army 

Engineers suggest ed it should be in line with their formula in figuring 
on 50-year bases. ' 

Colonel Vivian. Yes, sir; however, there is an exception to the 
general policy we have been talking about, sir. In a large reservoir 
project where the benefits are not assignable to any particular area, 
generally speaking, there is no local cost sharing. And in the Ne- 
braska Mid-State project, the reservoirs that are involved here, we 
have not deducted anything for cost sharing in the reservoirs. I am 
speaking only here of the flood control features as contained in the 
project in the supply canals and floodways. But in the Missouri 
Basin which you mentioned earlier, all of those large reservoir projects 
contain no local cost sharing. 

Mr. Asprna_. Is it the opinion of the Army Engineers that in this 
project the local interests should contribute to these benefits which 
you say are assessable, under ordinary circumstances, against them ? 

Colonel Viv1an. If Congress decides to utilize the flood control 
law, sir, only with respect to the local protection portion of the project, 
that is the floodways, not with respect to the reservoirs. And that is 
the basis on which I have given you the figures, sir. 

Mr. Morris. Would the gentleman yield 

Mr. Asprnauu. Yes. 

Mr. Morris. For just a short question? In other words, what you 
are actually saying, Colonel, is that you are using a different engi- 
neering and economic criteria for this project than you use for an 
ordinary flood control project ? 

Colonel Vivian. You might say so, sir. 

Mr. Morris. One constructed entirely by the Corps of Engineers or 
that comes under the flood control law ? 

Colonel Vivian. Only in a sense, sir. Ordinarily, we are not in- 
volved in flood control and irrigation projects of a local nature, only 
in reservoirs where this cost sharing does not apply. 

Mr. Morris. Is there not a project in Michigan that is of a local 
nature that was participated in by local interests, and is there not a 
project called Twin Rivers in New Mexico that is going to be partici- 
pated in by local interests that is entirely a flood control project ? 

Colonel Vivian. Yes, sir; there are a number of them all over the 
country where local interests participate in the cost sharing’ on these 
local oo projects. When I speak of local protection, I am talk- 
ing about channels and floodways and levee projects, through cities, 
generally speaking. Through or near cities—— 

Mr. Morris. And actually you have used a different economic cri- 
teria and engineering criteria in those projects than in Mid-State? 

Colonel Vivian. We tried to apply the same principles to this proj- 
ect In commenting on the bills, sir, that we would ordinarily apply to 
our local protection projects. It was a little difficult and possibly— 
let us say this: It was a little difficult because there is the irrigation 
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feature involved here. Our floodways ordinarily are not used for 
irrigation supply canals as well as for floodways. 

Mr. Morris. Yes; I realize that, but you derive the same amount of 
flood control from the reservoir, do you not ? 

Colonel Vivran. I beg your pardon? 

Mr. Morris. You derive the same amount of flood control protection 
from the reservoir, do you not 

Colonel Viv1an. Yes, sir 

Mr. Morris. As you would if it were constructed just for flood 
control ? 

Colonel Vivian. However, congressional policy and the Federal cost. 
sharing principles have not been applied in the same manner to reser. 
voirs as they have to local protection. 

Mr. Morris. That is all, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 

Mr. Asprnati. What you are saying is that if there were just a res. 
ervoir here, and we will say something like the Garrison Reservoir 
you could go ahead and apply the total $17.2 million or $16.2 million, 
whichever it is. There would not be any question. But, inasmuch 
as this has local benefits, then under this project we must ask for loca] 
contributions if we follow the general procedures of the Army Engi- 
neers ? an 

Colonel Vivian. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Asprnatu. As I understand it, you go even further and gay 
that you know of no exceptions to this program. 

Colonel Vivian. No exceptions in the Department of the Army pro. 
gram, sir. 

Mr. Asprnati. That is what I mean. 

Colonel Vivian. I cannot speak for other departments. 

Mr. Asptnatu. I think that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Cunningham ? 

Mr. Cunntneuam. I will reserve my time. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Haley ? 

Mr. Harry. I reserve my time. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Langen ? 

Mr. Lancen. No questions. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Ullman? 

Mr. Utiman. I will reserve my time. 

Mr. Rocrrs. Mr. McGinley ? 

Mr. McGintey. Colonel Vivian, if I understand you correctly, you 
have the formula for determination of your own allocation costs as a 
Federal flood protection project; is that right ? 

Colonel Vrvran. That is right. 

Mr. McGrntry. And you mentioned before that between the Bu- 
reau’s calculations for allocation and your own there was some differ- 
ence because of the difference of data available. Would you elaborate 
on that. a little bit ? 

Colonel Vivian. Yes, sir. The cost-allocations formula known as 
the separable costs—remaining benefits method it a very complicated 
formula for insuring that all features of the project share equitably 
in any joint features that there might be. 

The Nebraska Mid-State organization applied that formula to the 
cost they had arrived at, the same cost that we used, and possibly not 
being familiar with the use of the formula did not apply it in the 
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same manner that we did. This resulted in a minor difference, con- 
sidering the overall amount involved. ' 

Mr. McGrntey. I understand they were guided by the Bureau of 
Reclamation formula. 

Colonel Vrv1an. I am not certain of that, sir. 

Mr. McGintey. But the standard by which you determined the 
allocable flood control costs here is the only means that you have to 
work on any project where it has one purpose feature or several pur- 

ose features; is that right? 

Colonel Viv1an. That is correct. 

Mr. McGrntey. And do you believe that there is a greater oppor- 
tunity for a different type of allocation in a multiple-purpose project. 
[ think you mentioned that here earlier. Co 

Colonel Vivran. I believe you might state it in that manner; yes, 
sir. Inasmuch as in a large reservoir project, and as we consider 
these reservoirs in this project, generally speaking, we do not consider 
that the benefits are assignable to any particular area and therefore, 
do not ask for cost sharing with regard to the reservoirs. 

Mr. McGintey. I have no more questions right now. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Morris? 

Mr. Morris. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Burdick ? 

Mr. Burpick. Just one question. Colonel Vivian, I came in late. 
Does your testimony deal with the flood control feature only or with 
the entire feasibility of the project ? 

Colonel Vivtan. Just the flood control features, sir. 

Mr. Burpickx. No more questions. 

Mr. Rocers. Colonel Vivian, this is sort of mental gymnastics, I 
guess, if you want to call it something like that, but if this was one 
large reservoir, assuming everything else was equal, how much could 
you allocate for flood control ? 

* Colonel Vivian. If this were a large reservoir in lieu of a local pro- 
tection project, we would allocate the costs in a manner similar to those 
that I have presented this morning. 

Mr. Rocers. I am talking about everything being equal, if this were 
just one reservoir what would your allocation be with everything else 
heing the same in this project, $10.2 million ¢ 

Colonel Vivian. It would be in the neighborhood of $16.6 million, 
sir. 

Mr. Rocers. If it were one large reservoir? 

Colonel Vivian. Yes, sir; and not in lieu of a local protection proj- 
ect, which is the way you stated the question, I believe. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Rogers. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnati. What you are saying is this all depends upon what 
you consider to be local benefits ? 

Colonel Vivian. Yes, sir. 

_ Mr. Asprnat. That you can pin right down to benefits to the local- 
ity served ? 

Colonel Vivian. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Asprnauu. If it were a large reservoir and you did not have 
these installations that are in there, then you would not be able to point 
these directly to local benefits; you would be unable to do that, and 
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because of your inability you would then say these are general bene. 
fits for the public and, therefore, we will assume them as far as their 
allocation is concerned; is that correct ? 

Colonel Vivian. That is correct, sir. Of course, as I mentioned 
earlier, if it were in lieu of a project for local protection, levees, ang 
floodways, then we would have to look at the possibility different] 
But in the manner in which you stated it, it is absolutely right, I be. 
lieve. 

Mr. Rogers. Colonel Vivian, actually took what you are saying in 
sort of a general pattern, because the manner of catchment in this 
case is spread out over such a wide area there is a resulting product 
of more Sica benefits than would be created if it were one reservoir, 

Colonel Vivian. I do not believe I quite understand your ques- 
tion, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. Let us put it this way: The reduction from the $16 
million figure—that is rough figure, but let us use $16 million—the 
reduction from that $16 million figure is brought about by the fact 
that there are numerous methods of catchment here rather than one 
reservoir, and the fact there are these numerous methods of catchment 
creates more local benefits which might be charged against the flood 
control features. 

Colonel Viv1an. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. Are there any other questions? Mr. Sisk, do you 
have any questions? 7 

Mr. Sisk. No questions, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Cunningham ? 

Mr. Cunnineuam. I have just a few here, Mr. Chairman. 

In your position, do you object to this bill and what it provides! 

Colonel Viv1an. No, sir. 

Mr. CunnincHam. You do? 

Colonel Vivian. We do not, sir. 

Mr. CunniNGHAM. You are saying it would run contrary to Fed- 
eral law? 

Colonel Vivian. No, sir. We are only—being in the Department of 
the Army and operating under a certain set of laws—we are only 
stating that, since we operate under those laws, we would recommend 
certain language in the bills that would provide for the cost sharing 
and for the feasibility. 

Mr. CunnincHam. But if the Congress in its wisdom should pas 
this bill out as it is written, then what would your position be! 

Colonel Vivian. We certainly wouldn’t be in a position to interpose 
an objection, sir. 

Mr. AsprnatL. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CunnincHam. I yield. 

Mr. Asprnatx. All you are saying, Colonel, is that if we follow the 
procedures which we think are applicable—speaking for the Engineers 
now—then you can only allocate approximately $10.2 million. Butif 
Congress wishes to go ahead and assume this extra responsibility and 
establish a new policy, because that is what it won be, for this 
particular project, you could not find any objection to it at all. 

Colonel Vivian. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. CunnINGHAM. I made the observation at our past hearin 
that this is a rather unusual type of project and that it does provide 
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for a program of development which is new, and it does provide or it 
ig the result of a good deal of initiative and expenditures of money 
on the part of local interests involved here, and that it might in some 
respects be different than projects in the past or will be contrary to 
certain policies 1n the past. ius 

I shad the observation that it is a rather new approach, and I do 
not know that there is anything sacred about how we were doing 
things. If such a project as this should be enacted, I think it would 
set a pattern for a very welcome type of development. 

Are you familiar with any project similar to this one? 

Colonel Vivian. No, sir, I am not. 

Mr. CunnincuAM. I just wanted to repeat again, because of the 
ingenuity of these people and the tremendous sacrifice they have 
made and the taxing they have done to provide their share, I would 
be very hopeful that the committee and Congress would pass this 
legislation even though it may run rather contrary in some respects 
to what we have done in the past. 

Mr. Rogers. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, CUNNINGHAM. Yes. 

Mr. Rocrers. Colonel Vivian, your position is simply this: That 
under the law as it presently stands and the formulas that the Engi- 
neers feel they are entitled to use under the law you could only approve 
from an engineering standpoint on this project $10.2 million, and 
that if the Congress wants to build the project it would be necessary 
for us to insert 1n the legislation either an amount over and above that 
used for flood allocation or else provide some other formula by which 
the flood allocation can be arrived at. 

Colonel Vrvran. I believe that is right, sir. However, I would not 
be able to state the project is infeasible if the action we propose is 
taken because I have only examined the flood control features and they 
are feasible. 

Mr. Rocers. The question of feasibility is something that does not 
concern you. You are concerned only with how much of the project 
can be allocated to flood control under the law as you operate; are you 
not? 

Colonel Vivian. That is right. 

Mr. Rocers. And whatever happens after that is something that 
Congress is going to have to do. If the project is infeasible then 
Congress is going to have to do something to make it feasible or else 
not build it. That is what it boils down to; is it not? 

Colonel Vivian. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rocers. You have gone over this project thoroughly, so to 
speak, with a fine comb, in an effort to do the very best you can on 
the allocation. 

Colonel Vivian. We certainly have, sir. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CunNINGHAM. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnati. If we follow the recommendation in the last letter, 
the letter of April 28, 1959, and insert the provision that the Army 
Engineers desire, then that will mean that we will authorize only 
$10.2 million for flood control allocation ; is that correct? 

Colonel Vivian. Yes, sir; for the 50-year life. 
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Mr. Asprnaty. And consequently, that will mean then that Cop. 
gress is establishing a policy which gives to this particular project 
approximately $6 million grant money which is in the neighborhood of 
one-twelfth of the total cost of the project as to which there js no 
possibility under present law to make an allocation. 

Colonel Vivian. Under the present Department of the Army flood 
control laws; yes, sir. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. I would just make the observation, when yoy 
speak about the law, if the Congress did see fit to pass this legislation 
as it is written, it would not be violating any law would it? 

Mr. Asprnatu. If the gentleman will yield again, my friend hag 
me wrong. I am just stating what the facts are in the case. If Cop. 
gress wants to make a general contribution of $6 million from the 
Federal Government to this project in order to see it is constructed 
I take no exception. What I am trying to point up is that the plan 
that has come here before us does not conform to Federal procedure 
under present law to the tune of $6 million. That is all I am trying 
to point up. I suppose you may have some rebuttal on this later on, 
I do not know. 

Mr. Cunnrincuam. I want to try to point out this is a brandnew 
and healthy approach and maybe the Congress when it studied this 
project in its entirety would be perfectly willing to add the $6 million, 

Mr. Hater. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. The gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. Harry. Colonel, what you are saying here is this: That you 
do not oppose the project, but if the Congress in its wisdom enacts 
this law they will be establishing a new precedent in the construc- 
tion of this kind of a projection so far as the Army Engineers are 
concerned. 

Colonel Vivian. And the laws and policies under which we operate; 
yes, sir. 

Mr. Harry. Would you not naturally presume, then, Colonel, that 
if we enact this law you would reasonably expect that other projects 
would be coming in here and asking for the same kind of benefits? 

Colonel Viv1an. Possibly so. 

Mr. CunnINGHAM. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Hatery. Yes. 

Mr. Cunntncuam. I would like to point out we have had testimony 
in the hearings of the tremendous amount of money these people have 
spent themselves. They did not come here and ask the Congress to 
authorize an investigation of feasibility, they paid for that out of their 
own pockets. So, when we are through, I do not know whether we 
are really giving them an extra $6 million or not because of the money 
they have and will spend out of their own pockets. 

Mr. Harry. I will respond to the gentleman that I do not know 
myself. I am just taking the Colonel’s testimony here and he says 
that under the present laws all they can allow for flood control is $10.2 
million. Isthat correct? 

Colonel Vivian. On the 50-year basis; yes, sir. 

Mr. Hater. On a 50-year basis. What would that be on a 100-year 
basis ? 

Colonel Vivian. $11.6 million on a 100-year basis. 

Mr. Sisk. Will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. Hater. Yes. 

Mr. Sisk. Colonel, how recently is this study on which these figures 
are predicated ? 

Colonel Vivian. We completed these studies last April, sir. 

Mr. Sisk. Have there been any recent changes or flood conditions or 
losses that could have materially changed any of these figures? 

Colonel Vivian. Not to the best. of my know ledge, sir. 

Mr. Sisk. Over what period of time or what period of years was 
consideration given in the determination of flood control benefits? 
Over a 50-year period or 30-year ? 

Colonel Vivian. We analyzed the project under two bases, sir, a 
50-year basis and a 100-year basis, as requested by the committee. 

Mr. Sisk. And under the 50-year basis your figure comes out $10.2 
and under the 100-year basis it comes out $11.6. 

Colonel Vivian. That is correct. 

Mr. Sisk. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Hater. Colonel, let me ask this: You state if this was one 
huge reservoir instead ‘of a lot of little projects here that probably 
the allocation would be greater for flood control. Is that your state- 
ment ? 

Colonel Vrv1an. If this were one large reservoir, sir, and the flood 
control benefits were not assignable to a particular area and was not 
strictly in lieu of a channel and/or levee project then the allocation 
would be considerably larger, sir, approaching the top figure that has 
been mentioned. 

Mr. Hatey. Because of this strung-out proposition and so forth, 
then you take the position that locally there would be greater bene- 
fits under the proposed project than there would under a large 
reservoir. 

Colonel Vivian. We have not looked into the project in any manner 
other than in the manner in which presented by the Nebraska Mid- 
State people, sir. We have analyzed only this project with the reser- 
voirs and with the floodways and supply canals. I wouldn’t be able 
to answer your question definitely because we just have not looked at it 
in any other way. 

Mr. Sisk. Would the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. Harry. I yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. Sisk. On what basis do you feel, Colonel, that under a single 
reservoir operation the flood control benefits could be assessed at a 
substantially greater amount than they would be under this multiple 
type of operation? I might say, Colonel, I understand from the side 
comments I hear here that has already been disc ussed. If it has, we 
will not go back and repeat previous testimony. I will read the 
record to determine how this has been worked out. 

Mr. Hatey. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Utiman. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Ullman. 

Mr. Utiman. I am concerned, Colonel, with the next to last para- 
graph in the letter of April 9 in which you say: 


Further, this review indicates that the proposed flood control features may pro- 
vide a degree of flood protection somewhat greater than that which the Corps of 
Engineers would provide normally in a comparable project for protection of an 
area that is primarily rural or agricultural. 
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The figure of $10.2 million is based upon the allocations that have 
been provided by Mid-State and not by your studies as to what flood 
control will be required. Is that the situation ? 

Colonel Vivian. Generally, sir. We supplied the flood control bene. 
fits to the Nebraska Mid-State organization. In consideration of all 
of the purposes that they wanted to accomplish—flood control, irriga. 
tion, recreation, and so forth—they designed a project. Then ™ 
analyzed the project that they had designed, utilizing the cost figures 
that they came up with. And that is all we have done, sir. We have 
not looked at it in any other manner. 

Mr. Utiman. Under the amendments that you are proposing, is jt 
possible that you might determine that lesser flood control facilities 
should be installed and therefore there would be a lesser flood contro] 
cost and allocation ? 

Colonel Vivian. That is quite possible, sir. If this project is ay- 
thorized and it gets into a design and construction stage, possibly the 
flood control features would be cut down somewhat and therefore 
the flood control costs would be cut down somewhat. Generally, if 
you cut down those features, then the benefits might be decreased 
somewhat, too. The idea would be to maximize the benefits to obtain 
the most benefits for the amount of flood control that you actually 
construct. 

Mr. Utitman. Are we talking in this case about an allocation of a 
rather fixed overall cost or are we talking about additional expendi- 
tures for flood control that are not inherently in the project, but would 
be added because of flood control benefits ? 

Colonel Vivian. We analyzed the project as presented by the 
Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, sir. If the project is au- 
thorized, designed, and constructed we would believe that an alloca- 
tion would be based on the actual cost of construction and that that 
might be different from the figures that have been presented in the 
letters, since the figures presented in our letters are based only on the 
estimates we had to work with. 

Mr. Uttman. Your amendment does two things: It provides for 
local contribution, thereby lessening the Federal allocation to 
flood control; but secondly, it leaves the door open for the lowering 
of general flood control expenditures and thus giving flood control a 
lesser overall allocation in the project costs. Is that right ? 

Colonel Vivian. That could happen, sir; yes, sir. 

Mr. Uttman. But your amendment does make it possible for those 
two things to be accomplished ? 

Colonel Vrvran. I believe so, sir. We speak of engineering feasi- 
bility in our suggested amendment. 

Mr. Utitman. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hatey. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Utiman. I will be happy to yield. 

Mr. Harter. Mr. Chairman, as one member of the committee I want 
to make this observation, that the colonel apparently has studied 
his homework very well and I might say he has made a very good 
witness here. His answers have been straightforward and, while that 
is not unusual before this committee, I want to compliment him. 
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Colonel Vivian. Thank you, sir, very much. _ 

Mr. Uttman. I want to concur in that observation. 

Mr. McGrnter. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. UtuMAN. Yes. 

Mr. McGintey. I want to thank the colonel, too, for coming over 
and working with us on the project. I want to ask if the Corps of 
Engineers had been asked to comment on this project as a multiple- 
surpose project, built by the Bureau of Reclamation under the normal 
Bureau process rather than under your survey of the strictly single 
flood control purpose feature, do you feel that your comments on local 
participation would have been the same? ; 

Colonel Vivian. I think they would have been the same, sir, for the 
same project. However, what the Bureau did, of course, would have 
been their own affair. 

Mr. McGintey. Yes. In other words, under the Bureau of Recla- 
mation in the Department of the Interior they can allocate as they see 
fit under the Secretary ? 

Colonel Vivran. On their projects, sir; yes. 

Mr. Uttman. One more question. Has the corps previously had 
similar problems and similar projects as the one before us today ¢ 

Colonel Viv1An. I believe this is rather unique as far as we are 
concerned, because it combines floodways and irrigation supply 
canals. That is quite different from what we are usually involved 
in, 

Mr. Urnman. Apart from the fact that the proposal varies as to 
the application of reclamation law, you say that in the application 
of flood control there is a unique approach in this particular project. 

Colonel Vivian. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Uttman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you, Colonel Vivian and Mr. Conway for an 
excellent statement. 

Colonel Vivian. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. The Chair will now recognize Mr. Abram V. Tuni- 
son, who is accompanied by Mr. James T. McBroom, Mr. Cecil Gubser, 
and Mr. William M. White. 

Mr. Tunison, if you will identify yourself for the record and give 
the capacity in which you appear here and your associates, you may 
proceed with your statement. 

Mr. Tuntson. Mr. Chairman, I am Abram V. Tunison, Assistant 
Director of the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife. I have with 
me Mr. James T. McBroom, Chief of the Branch of River Basin 
Studies. Mr. White is an economist in our Branch of River Basin 
Studies. Mr. Gubser, a wildlife biologist in this Branch, is also here. 
I would like to have permission to have Mr. McBroom read our short 
statement. 


Mr. Rogers. Mr. McBroom, you may proceed. 


89887—59——11 
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STATEMENT OF JAMES T. McBROOM, CHIEF OF THE BRANCH 07 
RIVER BASIN STUDIES; ACCOMPANIED BY ABRAM V. TUNIsoy 


ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF SPORT FISHERIES yp | 


WILDLIFE, FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF Typ 
INTERIOR; AND WILLIAM M. WHITE, ECONOMIST, BRANCH op 
RIVER BASIN STUDIES 


Mr. McBroom. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, a 
the request of the board of directors of the Nebraska Mid-State 
Reclamation District, and under authority of the Fish and Wildlif, 
Coordination Act, the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife pre- 
pared a report assessing the fish and wildlife resources in relation to 
the water development plan for the Mid-State project. That repo 
prepared in cooperation with the Nebraska Game, Forestation, ap 
Parks Commission, was issued on May 9, 1957. 

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, originally passed jp 
1934, amended in 1946 and again in 1958, provides for the Fish and 
Wildlife Service and the State fish and game departments to jp. 
vestigate and analyze the effects of scepenen water development proj- 
ects on the fish and wildlife resources. The act also ous for these 
agencies to develop measures for incorporation in project plans to 
provide for the conservation of these resources. One of the provi- 
sions of the act states that costs allocated to the preservation and 

ropagation of fish and wildlife on Federal reclamation projects may 
be nonreimbursable; that is, borne by the Federal Government. — 

Under these authorities, a considerable number of reclamation 
projects have been authorized by the Congress to provide for such non. | 
reimbursable allocations. A select list of these projects showing the 
dates authorized and the amount of allocation on a nonreimbursable 
basis to fish and wildlife is attached to this statement. 

In all, the Fish and Wildlife Service has reported on some 3,000 
water development projects throughout the United States and Alaska, 
Regardless of whether these projects were proposed by private agencies 
under Federal permit or by Federal water development agencies, the 
studies were made so as to show the effects of the projects upon fish 
and wildlife resources and to recommend measures for the preserva- 
tion and improvement of these resources. 

In the studies and development of the report, the Bureau of Sport 
Fisheries and Wildlife considered the Mid-State project just exactly 
as it would a project of the Bureau of Reclamation or of the Corps 
of Engineers. The project was treated exactly as it would have been 
had it been proposed and planned by a Federal agency. 

The Mid-State project presents a fine opportunity for increasin 
fish and wildlife resources and benefiting the people of Nebraska ‘al 
of the country asa whole. The project would create a needed supple- 
ment to the limited fishing in this section of Nebraska. It would also 
increase the game resources which now attract hunters from distant | 
cities to the Mid-State area. Now included as an integral part of the 
district’s plan is the acquisition and development of an 11,000-acre 
Federal waterfowl refuge and a State-managed public hunting area 
along the Platte River utilizing water supplied by the project. Acqu- 
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sition of a total of 3,000 acres of State-managed waterfowl areas on 
three of the project reservoirs has also been included in the district’s 


POther features of the fish and wildlife plan, developed by the Bu- 
reau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife and accepted and incorporated 
as integral parts of the district’s plan for the project, including locat- 
ing canal inlets to provide good fishing, designing pump intakes to 
permit installation of fishery management features, selective clearing 
of reservoir sites, construction of fish attractors, acquisition of ade- 
quate lands adjoining reservoir sites to permit use of fish and wildlife 
resources, assignment of specified lands to the Bureau of Sport Fish- 
eries and Wildlife and the Nebraska Game, Forestation, and Parks 
Commission for fish and wildlife management purposes, and reason- 
able modification in operations which may be later recommended by 
the Secretary of the Interior or the Nebraska Game, Forestation, and 
Parks Commission. 

The annual fish and wildlife benefits of $380,500 were determined 
by the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife in accordance with the 

rocedure it has generally followed in evaluating the fish and wild- 
ife benefits of Bureau of Reclamation and Corps of Engineers’ proj- 
ect. The $380,500 figure represents fishery benefits of $309,600, reser- 
yoir waterfowl benefits of $21,000, other wildlife benefits of $8,900, and 
wildlife refuge benefits of $41,000. Except for the refuge benefits, the 
fishery and wildlife benefits were based on expected expenditures made 
by sportsmen in connection with their fishing and hunting trips. The 
average expenditure per day for the various types of fishing and hunt- 
ing was multiplied by the estimated increase or decrease in anticipated 
day use with the project to arrive at the total figures. 

The sportmen’s expenditures represent a real economic gain to the 
community, since they increase the income of hardware stores, motels, 
and sporting-goods stores, and other business establishments that cater 
to hunters and fishermen. 

The Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife considers the benefits 
from waterfowl refuges to be largely intangible in the monetary sense, 
consisting of contributions they make to maintenance of the water- 
fowl populations in a particular flyway. The Bureau considers the 
refuge proposed for the Mid-State project to be justified and that 
benefits from it would be equal to or greater than its annual costs of 
$41,000, thus accounting for the benefit figure used above. Annual 
operation and maintenance costs of $7,500 for the entire fish and wild- 
life plan were determined by the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wild- 
life in order to obtain a net annual fish and wildlife benefit of $373,000. 

Costs are allocated in the report of the Nebraska Mid-State Recla- 
mation District on the basis of the “separable cost-remaining benefits” 
method for a 100-year period of analysis. This is the method most 
commonly used by the Bureau of Reclamation, the Corps of Engineers, 
and the Federal Power Commission. 

In its analysis, the district assumed that the alternative cost of 
providing the fish and wildlife benefits would be greater than the 
value assigned to the benefits. We believe such an assumption is 
reasonable. Based upon the foregoing criteria, the fish and wildlife 
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allocation amounts to $10,862,900. This is comprised of $2 million | 


of separable costs and $8,862,900 of joint costs. 


We believe that the project offers opportunities for enhancing figh | 


and wildlife resources in an area where more of these resources ays 
needed. The contemplated Federal investment on account of fish anq 
wildlife benefits would be a good investment and in the public intepeg 

(Tables attached to the statement follow :) 


Selected list of authorized reclamation projects which include preservation and 
propagation of fish and wildlife as one of the project purposes and the amount 
of project construction cost allocated to that function as a nonreimbursable 
Federal cost 











Nonreim- 
Estimated bursable 

Project Authorizing act construction | allocation 

cost ! to fish and 
Wildlife | 

gil ne 

Yakima, Wash. (Kennewick divi- | Public Law 629, 80th Cong., June 12, “$62, 405,412 | — *$1, 057, gy 
sion). 1948. : ’ 

Weber Basin, Utah----...-...-.---- Public Law 273, 81st Cong., Aug. 29, | 68, 502, 000 1, 730,00 
1949. F 

Vermejo, Ni Mex. .-.-.......-..-... Public Law 848, 81st Cong., Sept. 27, *2, 743, 000 *198 oH 
1950. , 

Pubs, Teo? oi 55 ok Public Law 864, 81st Cong., Sept. 30, *67, 700, 000 *903, 009 
1950. 

Canadian River, Tex. -........-.--- Public Law 898, 81st Cong., Dec. 29, | 85, 383, 000 1, 570,00) 
1950 - 

CU, © INO nade cnt genaccn] Public Law 445, 82d Cong., July 3, 13, 299, 000 257, Oo) 

1952. | 
Talent division, Rogue River | Public Law 606, 83d Cong., Aug. 20, *20, 706, 300 82 0 | 
Basin, Oreg. 1954. 


Central Valley, Calif. (reauthoriza- | Public Law 674, 883d Cong., Aug. 27, | *757, 265,000 | "11,628, 0m 
tion). 1954. 





Washita River Basin, Okla____..__- Public Law 419, 84th Cong., Feb. 25, | 40, 600, 000 839, 000 
1956. 
Colorado River storage project and | Public Law 485, 84th Cong., Apr. 11, *942, 414, 000 2 529,00) | 
participating projects, 1956. 
Washoe, Nevada-California-_.-_---- | Public Law 858, 84th Cong., Aug. 1, | 41, 500, 000 5 2, 000, 000 
1956. 
Crooked River, Oreg...........--.-- Public Law 992, 84th Cong., Aug. 6, | 6, 598, 000 20, 000 
1956. 
Little Wood River, Idaho___.._____- Public Law 993, 84th Cong., Aug. 6, | *2, 220, 000 | *244 30) 
| 1956. 
Chief Joseph Dam project (Greater | Public Law 393, 85th Cong., May 5, 10, 279, 800 04,8) 
Wenatchee division). 1958. 
San Angelo project, Texas..........| Public Law 85-152, 85th Cong., | 32, 220, 000 3, 440,00 | 
Aug. 16, 1957. 
Missouri River Basin project (vari- | No specific legislation other than | 4 5, 848, 863,000 78, 413, 0 








ous units). Flood Control Act of Dec. 22, 1944. | 








1 Estimated cost at time of project authorization except those marked with an asterisk (*) which are lates 
available estimates and allocations. 

2 As of February 1958 on 2 participating projects only. Allocation incomplete since no appraisal of fis 
and wildlife benefits from the storage project has yet been made and benefits from participating projects 
have been only partially evaluated. 

4 Limitation of costs authorized in Public Law 858, exclusive of costs of measures undertaken pursuant 
the act of Aug. 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080), to mitigate damages to fish and wildlife resources. 

4 Total cost allocated. | 


Mr. McBroom. Mr. Chairman, this project investigation and report 
was prepared, as stated, under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act as passed by the Congress in 1946. This was amended in 19% | 
Bearing on this question, the 1946 act contains the following languag 


' 
in section 2: 


The cost of planning for and the construction or installation and maintenane | 
of any such means and measures— | 


that is for the preservation and propagation— 


shall be included in and shall constitute an integral part of the costs of such 
projects. 
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And here is the proviso which bears very particularly on this 
point— 

Provided, That in the case of projects herea fter authorized to be constructed, 
operated, and maintained in accordance with the Federal reclamation laws— 
that is the act of June 17, 1902 (30 Stat. 388), and acts amendatory 
thereof and supplementary thereto— 

the Secretary of the Interior shall, in addition to allocations to be made under sec- 
tion 9 of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939, make findings on the part of the 
estimated cost of the project which can properly be allocated to the preservation 
and propagation of fish and wildlife, and costs allocated pursuant to such findings 
shall not be reimbursable. 

That is the end of the quote from that 1946 act and that is the basis 
fora good many of the allocations which you see on the table attached 
to the statement. 

Also there has been other recent legislation aimed at the same kind 
of policy by the Congress —— 

Mr. Asprnaty. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt here because Mr. 
McBroom has taken care of his formal statement. I would like-to 
ask one or two questions and then I have to leave. 

Mr. Rocers. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. Asprnati. Mr. McBroom, you have stated that you followed 
the same formula in Mid-State that you have followed in all the 
other reclamation projects and so forth for fish and wildlife benefits 
that have been a part of the project; is that correct ? 

Mr. McBroom. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. The thing that bothers us is the question of the per- 
centages and I wish you would explain to me as quickly as possible 
why we have these differences in the various comparisons on the proj- 
ects you have listed in the attached table. In Mid-State project you 
recommend that 14 percent of the total project can be allocated to fish 
and wildlife benefits. Yet on the Central Valley project it is 114 per- 
cent of the total; on the upper Colorado River project, it is %» of 
1 percent that is allocated. Under the Missouri Basin it is 114 per- 
cent of the total. On Washoe project it is 5 percent of the total. How 
isit that you can arrive at much greater benefits of fish and wildlife in 
this particular project. than you have been able to recommend in these 
other projects ¢ 

Mr. McBroom. I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, that our function 
in the Mid-State project and in Reclamation and Corps projects is 
solely the evaluation of the benefits. The allocation and the amount 
thereof is solely a function of the constructing agency, whether it be 
the Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Reclamation, or the Mid-State 
Irrigation District. 

Our evaluation of benefits on this project seems high. However, 
we have been told by Mr. Melvin O. Steen, director of the Nebraska 
game agency who testified here before, that our- evaluation of the 
benefits here was extremely conservative. It so happens, Mr. Chair- 
man, that we find this project to be one of the best projects from a fish 
and wildlife standpoint that we have studied in 10 years and 3,000 
reports. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Here on your own figures that you have given to us, 
show in the Missouri Basin, where you have an estimated construction 
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cost of $5,848,863,000, you would only be able to allocate a nonreimbur 


too. good at_ mathematics—you say there 114 percent. That is al] j 


able item in the amount of $78,413,000. With all of the area, with all | 
of the development you have there, if I figure correctly—and I am not | 


| 


amounts to. Yet you come up with a part of the Missouri Basin ge. | 


velopment and you say in this poise ou can allocate—it is true you 
donot-have anything to do with the allocation, but you say the values 
are there which would take care of an allocation which amounts ty 
14 percent of the total cost. 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Asprna.. Is it possible that in this one you have figured all the 
benefits that you assume that will come from the presence of this 
facility—and it amounts to this figure of $380,500 a year, and you say 
those are all the benefits that are coming into this area. I suppose tha 
is the sale of sports facilities, the return of the cottage rentals, ete, 
And you have said that whole amount now can be figured in our con. 
putation. 

Mr. McBroom. That is right. 

Mr. AsprinaLt. Why did you not do it on these other projects? 

Mr. McBroom. We have figured it as far as we have gone. Mr 
Chairman, it should be noted here that the evaluation on the Colorady 
River storage project, for example, and the evaluation in the Missou; 
Basin project as a whole are not complete. They will be made as the 


Rages plan is developed and the units brought into construetiop, | 


owever, I want to repeat, if I may, Mr. Aspinall, my statement 
that we evaluate only the benefits. That is our function and the allo. 
cation is the function of the construction agency. We do say that the 


allocation in this case on the Mid-State project we feel is appropriate, | 
We, however, do not sponsor that allocation, that is made by the 


engineering agency. 

[ want to assure you, Mr. Aspinall, that our measurement of the 
benefits on this project is exactly the same as on all projects that we 
have studied and the ones that we have on the list before you. 


Mr. AsprInaLu. We have just recently authorized the Crooked Rive | 


project in Oregon which is under construction at the present time 
‘where you were only able to come up with $29,000 fish and wildlif 
beriefits out of a project that cost $614 million. 

Mr. McBroom. Mr. Aspinall, if I may, the annual benefits to fish 
eries on the Crooked River roject we measured at $4,680. The 
eost allocation in that case, I believe, was for fish screens at one of 
the dams and under the legislation I just quoted that is available fo 


a nonreimbursable allocation. But the benefits on the Crooked Rive | 


on account of the improved fishery are $4,680, and benefits to wildlif 
are $4,090. The allocation, on the other hand, is $29,000 and that 
happens to be in connection with fish screens for that project. 

Mr. Uttman. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Asprnaty, Yes, 

Mr. Uxttman. What essentially is the difference here? Most @ 


the fish and wildlife allocation, I understand, is for fisheries in thi, 


project before us. 
Mr. McBroom. Most of the benefits are computed to be for fisherit 
Mr. Uttman,. Primarily for fisheries? 
Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Utiman. And the benefits in the Crooked River would be pri- 
marily for fisheries, too; would they not? 

Mr. McBroom. On the Crooked River, the benefits to fish and wild. 
life are nearly the same, about $4,000 in each case. : 

Mr. Urzman. But I was wondering why you had so much higher 

reentage of fishery benefits in the one project and so much less in 
the other. Is it because of the accessibility to more people? 

“Mr, McBroom. It is the nature of the project, Mr. Ullman. We 

try to forecast what the fishing will be like and how many people wil! 

he around to use it. Our benefits are developed on the basis of use by 
man, of course, of these resources. 2 

Mr. Uttman. In other words, you could have a wonderful facility 
and availability in the Crooked River project, but what you are say- 
ing is if the people were not there to utilize it you would not give it 
much benefit; is that right? 

Mr. McBroom. Exactly. The Mid-State project lies in area that 
is very heavily populated and very short on good fishing waters. It 
is very close to Omaha. te 

Mr. Uraman. I would like to argue further on Crooked River 
because it is available to populated areas and cities. But this is not 
the time. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Chenoweth ? 

Mr. Coenowetu. What is the allocation to fish and wildlife in this 
roject ? 

Mr. McBroom. The allocation to fish and wildlife which -has been 
developed, Mr. Chenoweth, by the Mid-State irrigation people is 

10,862,900. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Out of a total of $70 million ? 

Mr. McBroom. $75 or $74 million, I believe. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. That is probably the highest allocation fish and 
wildlife has received in any project. 

Mr. McBroom. I believe that is a fair statement and I want to 
say here, too, that this is one of the finest projects from a fish and 
wildlife standpoint we have seen. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. The fact the fish and wildlife allocation is non- 
reimbursable, of course, draws some fire, from those who are not 
enthusiastic about reclamation anyway and makes it more difficult to 
pass a reclamation bill. 

Mr. McBroom. I am sure there are a lot of people interested in fish- 
ng and hunting and conservation of those resources, too, sir, if I may 
offer that. 

Mr. CHENowrrH. You feel your figures are accurate and that your 
estimate of a $10 million allocation for fish and wildlife is correct? 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir. Our figures that we vouch for are the 
evaluation of the benefits—$380,000 a year. We will vouch for those. 

Mr. Cuenowern. I am wondering if you have figured high, or if 
those figuring fish and wildlife allocations in other projects have 
figured too low. 

Mr. McBroom. We think our figures are consistent on whatever 
project we deal with. Of course, these projects offer different oppor- 
tunities for fishing and hunting as we Saeen discussed and they also 
offer different opportunity for fish and wildlife welfare itself. —.. 
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Mr. Cuenowern. The highest allocation I know of in any previo, 
project is 5 percent. There is quite a gap here. ’ 

Mr. McBroom. There is a difference. 

Mr. CuEenowerH. Your figures will cause a great deal of discussion 


You do not think you are running a risk of making this project top. | 


heavy with fish and wildlife benefits ? 

Mr. McBroom. Sir, we have evaluated the benefits in the most ob. 
jective and thorough way we know how and we have been in the busi. 
ness for better than 10 years and have evaluated some 3,000 projects 
and we are willing to stand behind our estimate of benefits. We think 
the fish and wildlife values here are at least the amount that we haye 
stated—$380,000 a year. The allocation, is something that the eon. 
struction agency has done. We believe this is reasonable. 

' Mr, Cuenoweru. These are your own figures? 

Mr. McBroom. The allocation is not our figure, Mr. Chenoweth, but 
the evaluation of the annual benefit is—the $380,000. 

Mr. CuHenowerH. Who made that allocation ? 

Mr. McBroom. The allocation was made by the Mid-State Reclama. 
tion District or its engineering consultant. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. It was not made by any Government agency? 

Mr. McBroom. No, sir. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. I think that is all, Thank you very much. 


Mr. Roaers. Mr. Haley ? 


Mr. Hater. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Oregon is a littl | 


disturbed about the allocation of $29,000 in one of these projects listed 
here. I might say to the gentleman from Oregon, epee the name 
of the river had something to do with it. It is Crooked River and may 
be the fish cannot get up that Crooked River and maybe that is the 
reason. 


I would just make this observation, Mr. Chairman : While this proj. 


ect may be an unusual project, it seems that the allocation is very high 


when we take the broad geographical areas that these other projects | 


cover. I do not know why there should be more fish and game pr 


tection in this project than there would be, for instance, in Washing. | 
ton or Idaho or Texas. Taking about 10 of these projects that have | 


already been approved that come to about a hundred million dollars, 
it seems to me like a lot of fish and game. That is all. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Cunningham ? 

Mr. Cunnineuam. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am naturally very much pleased by the testimony given by ow 
witnesses here this morning. I think there is a very good reason why 


the benefits here are as high as they are, due to the fact, as I mentioned | 


in previous hearings, that we do not have any excess amount of recre- 
ational opportunities in our State, and the benefits here will be high 
because we do lack these recreational activities now. 

Maybe down in Florida where they can fish off the ocean or some 
other place, and have this wonderful recreation, you would not be able 
to arrive at as high a benefit as you would as far as the Mid-State area 
of Nebraska is concerned because we desperately need these facilities 
I again say we very much appreciate the fact that the Fish and Wilt 


life Service has gone into this as carefully as they have and hare 


given us the benefit of their serious study of this project. 
Mr. Hater. Will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. CunnincHam. Yes. 

Mr. Hatey. The gentleman has talked about my great State of 
Florida where the fish, of course, are plentiful. Probably a little face- 
tiously, I might say the people who are going to fish and hunt might 
come down to Florida where they could not only fish and hunt, but 
have a lot of good sunshine. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Ullman? 

Mr. Utieman. Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to pursue the matter 
of benefits as between fish and birds. Would you tell me again what 
the proportion is of this 14 percent between birdlife and fish 2 nm 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir. The fishery benefits we estimate at $309,- 
600 out of a total of $380,500. The remainder are game benefits— 
waterfowl, big game, and others. You will be interested to know that 
when we estimated the benefits we assigned a negative value to upland 
game in connection with this project because of a slight loss in upland 
gamerange. ‘That negative value has been deducted from the positive 
values for the other species. I am trying to emphasize that we have 
been very conservative in our evaluations, and have been told that by 
the director of the Nebraska Game, Forestation and Parks Commission. 

Mr. Uttman. Your total reservoir waterfowl benefits are $21,000 
as against $380,000 for fisheries; is that right ? 

Mr: McBroom. The waterfowl! benefits are $21,000. We are assign- 
ing $41,000 to waterfowl areas, that is the 11,000-acre refuge-man- 
agement area. For fur animals, we are assigning $12,000. As benefit 
for upland game, we have deducted $3,300. There is not much big 
game here, but there is a slight benefit of $200. 

Mr. Uttman. You have a rather large land acquisition program. 
Are you finding any local opposition to the land acquisition ? 

Mr. McBroom. Sir, under the plan of Mid-State district and under 
the bill the ‘land would be acquired by the district itself and turned 
over to the Federal Government and to the State for management. 
We have learned of no opposition. Perhaps some of the district 
people have. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Out in our area, we run into some opposition when 
fish and wildlife people want to take over land. 

Another question, do you have complete control over accessibility 
tothe various fishing and hunting areas here ? 

Mr. McBroom. That is part of the-fish and wildlife plan which 
is contained in the report, and that certainly, Mr. Ullman, is one of the 
key features of the fish and wildlife plan—public accessibility to the 
fishing and hunting areas. 

Mr. Utuman. What about the development of the facilities—is the 
Federal Government proposing to spend money to further develop 
these facilities ? 

Mr. McBroom. The Mid-State district would participate in that 
development. They would certainly be responsible for supplying the 
water, for example, to the waterfowl areas, both State and Federal, 
without construction cost to those agencies. 

Mr. Uttman. Who would control, for instance, the boating in these 
various lakes ? 

_Mr. McBroom. That would, no doubt, be controlled by whatever 
Nebraska laws are applicable, plus any Federal laws. 


39887—59—12 
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Mr. Utiman. Would the irrigation district, owning the property 
have the concession for these facilities, or at least have control of 
the concession ? 

Mr. McBroom. I would think so, although we normally consider 
public access to mean free public access, and public access, as I haye 
said, is one of the key features of the fish and wildlife plan. We 
would have to be assured there would be public access so that the fish 
and wildlife values would be protected. 

Mr. Utiman. I wonder whether there has been a change in basic 
policy on this fish and wildlife matter. I think it is very important, 
I, generally, concur with increased fish and wildlife. But what 
yuzzles me in this particular situation is the very wide discrepancies 

tween benefits allowed. I have the Owyhee Reservoir in my dis. 
trict which has tremendous potential for fish and wildlife, and yet 
there was virtually no allocation at the time it was built, some 20 years 
ago. Has there been a change in policy ? 

Mr. McBroom. Very definitely. The Fish and Wildlife Coordina- 
tion Act as I said, was passed in 1946 bearing on this point, and it was 
amended again in 1958. The 1958 amendment included a statement 
that fish and wildlife will receive equal consideration with flood con- 
trol and irrigation and other projects of the Nation’s program of 
water resource development. So, there very definitely has been a 
change. There has been a great strengthening by the Congress of fish 
and wildlife conservation in the water program of the Nation. 

Mr. Uuiman. In the same area we are now in the process of author- 
izing another project, the Bully Creek project, in which we feel there 
is a very decided fish and wildlife benefit and I think the Department 
concurs. Yet there we only make a 2 percent allocation to fish and 
wildlife even though it is of rather major significance. There js 
quite a difference between that 2 percent and the 14 percent provided 
here. 

Mr. McBroom. I might say, Mr. Ullman, the evaluation of bene- 
fits on Bully Creek was done precisely the same way. 

I want to say once more that the benefits depend on the probable 
use by man, which, of course, means the nearness of people to the 
area. 

Within 50 miles of the Mid-State reservoirs there are about 213,000 
people who now purchase about 38,000 fishing licenses and there are 
few places for them to fish. 

Mr. CunnincHam. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Utuman. Yes. 

Mr. CunnincHam. That illustrates the whole thing in my opi- 
ion. We have these people there that do not have a place to fish. 
We have a few places in Platte River where you can catch some fish 
and a few other places. 

I have not had the pleasure, but I know Oregon is a great State for 
fishing and where your allocation in the project was 2 percent it may 
be that you have so many facilities there that this particular project 
that you mention will not pull in as many people because they have 
by nature all of these other facilities whereas we have virtually none 
and so it is going to attract these thousands of people and does come 
out with this type of benefit the—— 

Mr. CuenowerH. Will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. Utiman. Yes. ; 

Mr. Cuenowetu. I would like to remind my good colleague from 
Nebraska there is certainly no need for my good Nebraska neigh- 
bors to make that long treck to the State of Oregon when their good 
neighbor to the west, Colorado, offers good fishing opportunities in 
abundance and I am sure the record will show, over the years, that the 

ple of Nebraska, being very discerning people as they are, have 
taken excellent advantage of those opportunties and we appreciate 
that and we welcome them. 

Mr. CunnincHAm. I might say for 14 years I have taken advantage 
of those opportunities, but we are talking about the benefit to the 
people who are not going away for 2-week vacations and over the 
wee end. ; 

Mr. Utuman. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the comments and all 
the advertising for the State of Oregon. We do have good fishing, 
and I hope the gentleman can come out. However, this is an arid 
region where there is a lack of facilities for the people. I would like 
to add this comment: When the Bully Creek Reservoir is built, I am 
sure the banks will be lined with fishermen. 

In other words, I think the fishermen will saturate this particular 
area as far as fishing facilities are concerned. But we have pursued 
this long enough and I thank the chairman for his courtesy. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. McGinley ? 

Mr. McGrntey. I reserve my time. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Morris? 

Mr. Morris. No questions. 

Mr. Rocrers. Mr. McBroom, I want to ask you a few questions here. 

Mr. Hatey. Will you gentlemen yield for one question ? 

Mr. Rocers. Yes. 

Mr. Harry. Mr. McBroom, I notice in tabulating the amount al- 
located on 12 of these projects that you list here, the total allocation 
of money for these projects is $7,523,000. 

These projects are in various parts of the country. Would it seem 
reasonable that these 12 projects would not furnish more fishing and 
more hunting than this one project ? 

Mr. McBroom. I am sure they do as a total. I want to say again 
that all of them, as far as benefits go, would be evaluated exactly the 
same as we have the Mid-State project. Now the use of the benefit 
figure to come up with an allocation, as you gentlemen know, is a 
rather complicated formula through the separable costs—remaining 
benefits method. The other projects may have had a different kind 
of picture in the other benefits they afforded. That certainly would 
be one explanation for the lower percentage. 

Mr. Harry. In other words, fishing and hunting then where this 
project is going to be built would be worth approximately $214 mil- 
lion, and the 12 projects in Washington, Utah, New Mexico, Idaho, 
Texas, Colorado, Oregon, Oklahoma, Nevada—with the present days 
of automobiles fast cars and good roads, people do not have to be 
earthbound in one particular community do they? It seems to me 
like the figures here just do not jibe, as far as I am concerned because 
[ cannot reconcile your statement of this particular project having $10 
million in benefits when you take a big project like the Colorado 
River storage project and you allocate there only $525,000. It does 
not figure out to me. 
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Mr. McBroom. Well, sir, the allocation to fish and wildlife on the 
Colorado River storage project is not completed yet. When completed 
that allocation may be as high as $25 million, based on whatever bene- 
fits might be determined there. Of course, it is a very tremendous 
project. And that applies to a number of authorizations on this 
list—the allocation procedure has not been completed and certainly 
that is one of them. ; 

Mr. Hatey. If that is true and the final figure is going to be on the 
Colorado storage project approximately $25 million, do you not think 
that the Congress or this committee should have had the benefit of 
those figures prior to authorizing the project ? 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir; I do, and we would hope to investigate 
these projects and give Congress that kind of information when it is 
considering the authorization of a project. That is certainly the way 
to do business. ’ 

Mr. Hatey. Of course, in these projects, you are constantly building 
them and saying they will cost so much money and then you come 
back, usually, for about 40 percent more than your original estimates, 
So, I suppose that is one of the reasons the cost goes up and the Con- 
gress actually, on some of them, are legislating in the dark and not 
knowing exactly what the project is going to be. 

Mr. McBroom. If I may, Mr. Haley, I might suggest it does not 
necessarily run the cost up, let us say, of the Colorado storage project, 
but would cut down the allocation to some other purpose. 

Mr. Rocrers. Let me ask a question or two before we close. I have 
waited to this last here. We have a lot of argument here and I want 
to get some facts mixed into it. 

Mr. McBroom, I want to know what it is that you use to begin 
with. What is your benefit. I wish you would describe it for the 
purpose of the record so we will have something to go on. 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir. The benefit is the estimated difference in 
sportsmen’s expenditures with the project as compared with sports- 
men’s expenditures without the project. 

Mr. Rocers. How do you arrive at that ? 

Mr. McBroom. We estimate the number of man-days on the vari- 
ous types of hunting and fishing which would be added by the project. 

Mr. Rogers. I mean you have to start with something before you 
start adding. What do you start with to determine how much has been 
going on before the project is built? 

Mr. McBroom. We make surveys and investigations and _inter- 
views, discuss it with various people who serve the sportsmen, with 
the State fish and game department to determine just about how much 
use there is in the area now. 

Mr. Rocers. You mean you discuss it with the different people in 
the business of the sale of hunting materials and fishing materials! 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir. We get the number of fishermen and 
hunter days in the area without the project from this or any other 
appropriate sources. 

Mr. Rogers. What is a fisherman day ? 

Mr. McBroom. A fisherman day is 1 day spent fishing by 1 man. 

Mr. Rocers. And how much do you allocate moneywise to each 
fisherman day ? 

Mr. McBroom. We have in this project assigned $2.28 for a fisher- 
man day. 
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Mr. Rogers. What does that represent? ' 

Mr. McBroom. That represents the expected expenditure by that 
fisherman when he goes fishing on the reservoirs of this project. 

Mr. Rogers. You mean for food and tackle? 

Mr. McBroom. For all of hisexpenditures. Of course, not all of his 
expenditures would be made for one trip. For example, he might buy 
fishing gear which would last him several years. It does include 
his food ; it includes his boat rentals, includes his gas, travel expendi- 
tures, and the like adjusted to account for his normal expenses for 
these items at home. 

Mr. Rogers. What you are saying is that there will be three times 
the number of fishermen days being utilized there because of the in- 
stallation of the project. 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. So, you simply multiply that by the $2.28, whatever 
it is. 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rocrers. And the sum you come out with, then is the amount 
that will be allocated as nonreimbursable to that area. 

Mr. McBroom. No, sir. That is the amount of annual benefit on 
account of the project stemming from the increased fishery. 

Mr. Rogers. The amount of annual benefits ? 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. On an annual basis. Is that amount utilized as the 
figure to be used as the nonreimbursable grant with relation to the 
eost of the project ? 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir; it is taken by the construction agency 
and put down along with the benefits to all other purposes 

Mr. Rocers. Let us wait. Let us stay on this. Let us not get off 
because my mind just works on one track. I do not go in four direc- 
tions at one time. What J am saying: on this Nebraska project pro- 
posed here, if the people that live in the area, based upon the fisher- 
men day evaluation you arrived at before hand, if that were in- 
creased to where business would increase by $309,000—— 

Mr. McBroom. For the fishing. 

Mr. Rocers. In other words, the people around this project would 
enjoy an increase of $309,000 annually in their business. 

Mr. McBroom. That is right. 

Mr. Rogers. So the Federal Government, then, contributes $309,000 
toward the building of the project that is going to bring them 
$309,000 annually in business; is that right ? 

Mr. McBroom. No, sir. As I say, the benefit figure is taken by 
the construction agency along with all other benefits and the sepa- 
rable cost—remaining benefits allocation is made, and out of that 
comes the allocation to the various purposes. 

Mr. Rogers. Would you explain, briefly, in simple language, how 
this operates, so I can understand it? 

Mr. McBroom. I have a statement on that which has been devel- 
oped for this very purpose, sir. With your permission I would like 
to read it. 

Mr. Rocers. How long is that? 

Mr. McBroom. It is a page and a half. 

Mr. Rogers. Go right ahead. 
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Mr. McBroom. First, costs are allocated in the April 25, 1958 
report of the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District on the basis 
of separable cost-remaining benefits method of cost allocation. Sineg 
the Bureau of Sports Fisheries and Wildlife does not plan or develo 
multiple-purpose water development projects, it does not make eogt 
allocations. However, it does recognize the separable cost—remaip. 
ing benefits method of cost allocation as used by other Federal agen- 
cies. Under the separable costs—remaining benefits method, joint 
project costs are allocated among the various purposes in proportion 
to the benefits remaining after the separable costs for each Purpose 
have been deducted. 

Since the benefits are limited by the alternative costs of providing 
them, the lesser of either the benefit or the alternate cost figure jg 
used in the analysis. In either analysis the district assumed that the 
alternative costs of providing the fish and wildlife benefits would be 
greater than the value assigned to the benefits. 

We believe that such an assumption is reasonable. The district 
used the fish and wildlife benefit figure—this is the net figure—of 
$373,000 annually and a separable cost figure of $2 million, as de. 
termined by this Bureau, in computing the $8,862,900 allocation of 
joint project costs to fish and wildlife. 

The total fish and wildlife allocation represents the summation of 
the separable and the joint costs and amounts to $10,862,900, 

I want to make it clear that there is nothing unique about the com- 
putation of the cost allocation to fish and wildlife; it was made by 
the Mid-State Reclamation District by precisely the same method 
as the allocations to irrigation and flood control. In each instance— 
irrigation, flood control, and fish and wildlife—the annual benefits 
are first evaluated by specialists in those respective fields. Then the 
capital construction cost is distributed among each of the multiple 
purposes so as to relate the capital cost allocations to the annual bene- 
fits as evaluated. ‘This is the essence of the cost allocation procedure 
utilized by the Mid-State District on this project. and by the Bureau 
of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers on projects which they 
bring before Congress for authorization. 

The fish and wildlife benefits of $380,500 annually were determined 
by the Bureau of Sports Fisheries and Wildlife in accordance with 
the procedure it has generally followed in evaluating the benefits in 
reclamation projects and corps projects. The sportsmen expenditures 
represent a real economic gain to the community since they increase 
the incomes of the various agencies and businesses catering to sports- 
men and hunters and fishermen. 

The Bureau considers the benefits from waterfowl refuges to be 
largely intangible in a monetary sense and to consist of the contribu- 
tions they make to the maintenance of waterfowl in the particular 
flyway. We, in our own waterfowl refuges do not use a monetary 
benefit-cost ratio in justifying the needs for these developments. 
Instead we compare the costs with the nonmonetary benefits and make 
a judgment decision regarding justification. The Bureau considers 
the refuge proposal incorporated in the Mid-State project to be justi- 
fied and the benefits to be equal to the cost. 

Mr. Rocers. What you are saying about the wildlife refuge 1s 
simply this: When you speak of intangibles you mean the figure you 
arrive at is just guesswork, is it not? Just an estimate. 
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Mr. McBroom. Well, the Bureau of Sports Fisheries and Wildlife 
has a rather large system of wildlife refuges, Mr. Chairman, which 
it acquires and it does not go through the benefit cost analysis when 
it is determining whether it should proceed to buy a new one. On this 
particular refuge, it certainly is an estimate, based on our experience 
with these other refuges. We consider the cost of this to be in line 
and the values to be in line with other parts of our refuge system. 

Mr. Rocers. You do not use the same formula on that that you use 
on the fish ¢ 

Mr. McBroom. No, sir. The fishing and the hunting benefits are 
based on sportsmen expenditures. 

Mr. Rogers. Now, on the fishing—$309,000 figure, you are using is 
that to the fishing alone ? 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir; that is fishing alone. 

Mr. Rogers. Now is the only premise used in computing that figure 
the amount of increase in business on the part of the salesman or sales 
people of sporting goods and equipment of that kind # 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir; all kinds of businesses supplying the 
fishermen. 

Mr. Rogers. What is the difference between the $309,000 figure and 
the total amount of increase in business because of this project? 

Mr. McBroom. I do not know that I can answer that, sir. The Mid- 
State people have shown the total benefits. 

Mr. Rogers. What I am thinking about is all of this exhaustive 
doctrine you have worked out there in going around the mountain 
four times, it looks to me like that would be a simple question, you 
would have to determine amount of increase in business before you 
started this merry-go-round going. 

Mr. McBroom. The total annual benefits to all purposes shown by 
the district in its report are $2,775,000. 

Mr. Rocers. What does that mean? 

Mr. McBroom. That has been estimated by the district as benefits 
from one kind or another. They show irrigation benefits of a 
million five 

Mr. Rocers. I am not talking about that now. You always get off 
on those others. I am sticking to fishing and hunting, now. But you 
have got to have a firm figure of the amount of fishing and hunting 
increase. 

Mr. McBroom. That is right. 

Mr. Rocrrs. Before you can apply this other formula about this 
allocation of benefits from other sources, do you not ? 

Mr. McBroom. As I say, we have attempted to develop the increase 
in business as a result of the fishing, sir, and that is all we have 
attempted to do here in evaluating this project. 

Mr. Rocers. Is $309,000 a firm figure as to the amount that you 
estimate will be the increase in business on fishing and hunting opera- 
tions because of this project ? 

Mr. McBroom. Fishing only. The total figure is $380,500. 

Mr. Rocers. Yes. Why do you go through all of this other thing 
about allocating cost and benefits with relation to something else 
if you are going to come back to the same figure you started out with ? 

r. McBroom. That is not our function. That was done in this 
case by the Mid-State Reclamation District and is done in every case 
by the construction agency. ’ 
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Mr. Rogers. But your estimate insofar as your allowable nop. 
reimbursable grant for fish purposes in this is fixed by the amount of 
business that you estimate the people engaged in businesses incidenta] 
to fishing operations will be increased by virtue of this project being 
put in. 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir. To express it from the viewpoint of the 
individual sportsman, the value to him, personally, of a day in the 
field is certainly as much as he spent to enjoy it and probably much 
more. 

Mr. Rogers. Was that same formula used on these other projects? 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rocers. Do you mean to tell me on the Canadian River Dam 
in Texas that out of a $85 million project they were just going to 
enjoy an increase over the entire period of $1,500,000 ? 

Mr. McBroom. This was the original allocation on the Canadian 
River project in Texas, Mr. Chairman. We have taken a look at the 
project in terms of the situation in 1954, with additional legislation, 
and so on, and we now believe that the total annual benefits to fish 
and wildlife on the Canadian River project on the Sanford Reservoir 
will be on the order of $839,400, and this 

Mr. Rocers. That is less than you started out with now ? 

Mr. McBroom. That is the annual benefit. We suggest this may 
support a total allocation of around $11 million. 

Mr. Rocers. You mean $800,000 a year ? 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. Good; I am glad to hear that. You scared me there 
for a minute, Mr. McBroom. 

Now the next question is in keeping with that: Has there been a 
change in the manner in which you gain these end figures since the 
two changes you referred to insofar as fish and wildlife are concerned? 

Mr. McBroom. Not that I know of, sir. We have had the 1946 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act and the amendment in 1958, 

Mr. Rocrrs. That is what I am talking about, because we have had 
a lot of fuss up here about that situation. I am wondering if the 
Fish and Wildlife Division of the Department of the Interior feels 
that they have been given a green light to expand the nonreimburs- 
able grant insofar as the fish and wildlife is concerned because of that 
1958 language. 

Mr. McBroom. No, sir; not by the 1958 language. That did not 
change the basic law enacted in 1946 with respect to nonreimbursable 
costs. 

Mr. Rogers. There was quite an issue here as to the difference be- 
tween the language with valation to preservation and propagation as 
compared with conservation and development. Is that not right, Mr. 
MacFarland? 

Mr. MacFartanp. That is true. 

Mr. Rogers. The latter is the language used in the 1958 law. I was 
wondering if there has been any change in your recognition of what is 
or is not a benefit, and also any expansion of your activities insofar 
as allowing fish and wildlife benefits that you did not allow prior to 
that. 

Mr. McBroom. Certainly we got directions from the Congress to 
consider fish and wildlife a great deal more in projects as a result of 
the 1958 act. 
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Mr. Rocrers. What do you mean by a great deal more? 

Mr. McBroom. I mean that the 1958 act has given authority for us 
to plan and for the Federal construction agencies to build enhance- 
ment and improvement measure into their projects. ‘The 1946 act was 
not quite clear on this point. 

Mr. Rocrrs. Let me ask one question now. Of course, there is the 
difference. The language there is the difference. Before that just 
for the preservation and propagation of fish and wildlife you did not 
feel that you had the authority to write into these projects or to move 
into the area of development of projects for fish and wildlife purposes. 

Mr. McBroom. No, sir; no clear authority to do that. 

Mr. Rogers. But you do feel like the 1958 language gave you that 
authority ¢ 

Mr. McBroom. That is right. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. Does that change and will that operate to change the 
amount of grant in the future on these types of projects, moneywise ? 

Mr. McBroom. Not necessarily. There is in the 1958 amendment, 
Mr. Chairman, a provision for cost sharing by other agencies if allo- 
cations are made and they agree to pick up the tab for part of the fish 
and wildlife cost. 

Mr. Rocers. Are there any other questions ? 

Mr. Hatey. No more questions as far as I am concerned. 

Mr. McGintey. Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. McGinley. 

Mr. McGintey. Mr. McBroom, you have mentioned several times 
on some of these other projects where you figured fish and wildlife 
benefits that the project was not near enough toward completion to 
be sure exactly of what ultimate benefit would applicable. 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McGinury. How are those projects you speak of different 
from the standpoint of forecasting what benefits will accrue on the 
fish and wildlife? 

Mr. McBroom. Let me take the Colorado storage project as an 
example. That project, as you know, is a broad authorization for a 
great many units. We have made detailed studies on comparatively 
few of the Colorado units. On the Mid-State we have made a de- 
tailed study, and these conclusions are before you. 

Mr. McGintxy. So you feel that the studies you have made here 
by comparison with other projects is in greater detail toward the final 
development of the entire system than the others here on the sheet ? 

Mr. McBroom. That is absolutely correct. When the units of the 
Colorado River storage project are studied in the detail we have 
studied the Mid-State project, we will have comparable figures. 

Mr. McGintry. You mentioned before you have a 213,000 popula- 
tion figure you feel are in this area. How do you break that down 
to determine how many people will be using the fish and wildlife fa- 
cilities ? 

Mr. McBroom. Well, it is a judgment estimate by people who are 
in the business. We have estimated that there will be a 136,000 addi- 
tional fisherman days on the reservoirs of the Mid-State project. It 
is a judgment estimate based on our experience and the experience 
of the State game people, just as the estimates of benefits for irriga- 
tion and flood control on this and other projects are judgment esti- 
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mates of specialists in the irrigation and flood-control fields, re- 
spectively. 

Mr. McGintey. That is all. 

Mr. Rogers. One more question, Mr. McBroom. Where do you 
claim to get the authority from to base this formula on? Is it con. 
gressional or is it decided by the Department, or how is it determined 
that this formula is the proper formula? 

Mr. McBroom. The formula for developing the sportsmens’ ex. 
penditures as to benefits ? 

Mr. Rogers. Yes. 

Mr. McBroom. We feel, Mr. Chairman, that that stems from the 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. 

Mr. Rogers. Who is we? 

Mr. McBroom. We in the Bureau of Sports Fisheries and Wild- 
life. 

Mr. Rogers. Of the Department of the Interior? 

Mr. McBroom. Of the Department of the Interior. 

Mr. Rocers. Are you the ones who formulated the basis on which 
to figure this? 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir, we are. 

Mr. Rogers. You developed that yourself ? 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rocers. Did you do that in consultation with some other group, 
Department, or how ? . 

Mr. McBroom. We did that in consultation with the State fish 
and game agencies and with other parts of our own Department. 

Mr. Rocers. And that is how you arrived at the formula ? 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rocers. Is the formula approved or accepted by the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, by the Secretary ? 

Mr. McBroom. It has been utilized in a great many projects and 
reports which have been approved by the Secretary. 

Mr. Rocers. I mean, though, has the Secretary affirmatively ap- 
proved that formula ? 

Mr. McBroom. I cannot say that he has as such. He has approved 
this report, the Mid-State report. which we prepared, in a letter of 
July 12 to the president of the Nebraska Mid-State District. 

Mr. Rogers. But he has not, as a policy matter, approved this 
formula for determining these allocations. 

Mr. McBroom. He has not singled out this method and said, “I 
have looked at this sportsmen expenditure method as a way of evaluat- 
ing benefits and I approve.” Is that correct, Mr. White? 

Mr. Wuire. That is correct. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you. It looks like our time has expired here. 
It is mighty kind of you gentlemen to come up and we appreciate it. 

The committee stands adjourned, subject to the call of the Chair. 

(Whereupon, at 11:50 a.m., the committee was adjourned, subject 
to the call of the Chair.) 


STATEMENT OF HON. DONALD F. McGINLEY—SUMMARY OF HEAR- 
INGS ON H.R. 3662, MID-STATE RECLAMATION PROJECT 


Subsequent to June 16, 1959, the last day of hearings held on the 
above bills, I spent considerable time in analyzing the issues that were 


raised by members of the committee during the hearings, as well as 
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the problems that have been under discussion between the Mid-State 
board of directors and the interested Federal agencies. Also, repre- 
sentatives of the Mid-State board and I took part in further confer- 
ences with the Bureau of Reclamation concerning the Mid-State proj- 
ect. Asa result of these conferences and discussions, I wrote a letter 
to the board of directors of the Mid-State project, giving my impres- 
sion of the current status of the proposed legislation and the prospects 
of its advance. | believe the letter is quite self-explanatory, and the 
members of the committee will be interested in the recommendation 
that I saw fit to make the board, namely, to seek authorization of the 
project as a standard Federal reclamation project, rather than by the 
route of the district in non-Federal status, seeking the cooperation of 
the Federal Government in a program of loans and grants. 


The letter is as follows: 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., July 10, 1959. 
Mr. VERNON RICE, : 
President, Mid-State Reclamation District, 
Grand Island, Nebr. 

Dear Mr. Rice: As the sponsor of H.R. 3662, a bill to provide for Federal 
cooperation with the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District in the construc- 
tion of the Mid-State project, I submit this report to you and your board of 
directors outlining my views on the present status of the proposed legislation. 

The committee hearings before the House Subcommittee on Irrigation and 
Reclamation are considered as ended. In the course of the hearings the commit- 
tee has had quite a full opportunity to inquire into the implications, insofar 
as Federal reclamation law is concerned, arising from the authorization of the 
Federal-local cooperation method of financing this project. A number of points 
have arisen which I consider to be almost impassable roadblocks in favorable 
consideration of the measure by the committee and the House of Representatives. 
I will mention a few of the biggest points of difficulty. 

1. Payment period.—H.R. 3662 prescribes a 60-year repayment period for the 
reimbursable portions of the proposed Federal loan upon the theory that in this 
way the Mid-State district and its irrigators could more nearly accomplish a 
100-percent repayment of construction costs allocated to irrigation. It is true 
that the length of repayment periods in effect on various federally financed 
projects indicates an irregular pattern. Some of this irregularity develops from 
extensions of repayment periods beyond the time originally adopted. However, 
there is a disinclination on the part of the committee and the administrative 
agencies to allow differences in time for such repayment. The standard term 
that referred to is a 40-year repayment period plus a 10-year development 
period. Based upon your project report’s estimate of the irrigators’ payment 
ability, the shortening of our repayment period to a time of 40 to 50 years would 
correspondingly reduce the proportion of irrigation costs that would be repaid 
from your local district. This, in turn, would necessitate a larger proportion of 
the irrigation costs that would have to be repaid from some other source, such as 
the Missouri basin power fund. 

2. Sharing of Missouri Basin power revenucs.—There has been serious question 
of and some objection to the right of Mid-State, as a non-Federal agency, to 
participate in the basin power pool for partial repayment of irrigation construe- 
tion costs. The question persists in spite of what I consider to be logical argu- 
ments on the part of the Bureau of Reclamation that this project can rightfully 
ask for such sharing. The project is within the scope of the original Missouri 
River Basin water use development and has been developed thus far through 
local financing in lieu of a specific plan proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation. 
If there is question as to Mid-State’s right to use MRB funds even fragmentarily 
for cost reimbursement or insurance for local cost reimbursement, the problem 
is magnified each time an allocation formula is reshuffled to the point of drawing 
upon a bigger amount of MRB revenues for the above stated purposes. 

3. Flood control allocation.—Since the Corps of Army Engineers has taken the 
position that they cannot comment upon the project plan in any other way than 
4s a non-Federal project and for the single-purpose features of flood control, 
Mid-State suffers from application of the principle of local cost sharing for a 
sizable portion of the costs allocated to flood control benefits. The total sum 
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of local cost sharing imposed would vary according to what allocation procedure 
the committee would apply, but in considering a number of ifs the amount could 
run anywhere from $5,600,000 to $15,800,000. The uncertainty is heightened 
by not knowing whether a loan for the local flood control contribution would 
be interest bearing. Also as a non-Federal project, objection has been made 
by the Bureau of Reclamation to the possibility of MRB revenues being used to 
repay flood control costs. 

4. Fish and wildlife allocation.—Because of the promising usage of the rec. 
reational features of the Mid-State project, the Fish and Wildlife Service of the 
Department of Interior has calculated benefits which result in an allocation of 
14 percent of the total cost of construction to a nonreimbursable loan for fish 
and wildlife development. Regardless of the justification of future use for these 
purposes or the validity of the formula used by the agency for determining 
benefits, the percentage on Mid-State is much larger than has ever been recog. 
nized in other multipurpose reclamation projects in the United States. It is my 
opinion that this allocation has not been favorably received by members of the 
committee; and, subject to further guidance from the agency, I would expect 
the committee to reduce this allocation arbitrarily. As a result, there ig the 
likelihood of less allocation to nonreimbursable portions of the loan, and an jp. 
crease in the reimbursible irrigation loan. Here is another need for reliance on 
auxiliary revenue, such as MRB funds, and adds impetus to the MRB question 
explained heretofore in paragraph No. 2. 

5. Ultimate ownership of the project’s principal system.—It is customary 
for the Federal Government, in orthodox reclamation projects, to retain owner- 
ship of the main system at the end of the repayment period as a method to 
assure the continual flowing of intended benefits. This question may not be 
serious to overcome, either by way of argument or by concession to the stax- 

ard rule by the Mid-State district. However, it is felt by some that it breaks 
precedent dangerously, particularly from the standpoint of ultimate develop- 
ment by Mid-State of commercial power. The division of commercial power 
revenues between Mid-State and the Government is also one of the problems 
that has been unresolved thus far in committee consideration. 

6. Partnership principle.—Ever since the endorsement by the spokesmen of 
this administration of a partnership policy for development of reclamation and 
power projects, the Mid-State board has received encouragement that their 
cooperation plan would be, as proposed, a sound, sensible method of planning 
and financing. 

Except for the principle embodied in the Small Projects Act, this approach 
has not been successfully applied. 

Senator Carl Curtis and I have had one informal conference with the Deputy 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget on the general aspects of the Mid-State 
project and another planned for this coming week. We have attempted to 
present the nature and details of the Mid-State plan to the Bureau of the Budget. 
We thought that this agency might, with a better concept of the plan, fit it into 
the partnership principle which has been advocated by this administration. 

However, it is my impression now that the Bureau of the Budget will not 
be inclined to view Mid-State as a true partnership project. This partnership 
concept apparently applies when there is a larger percentage of local capital 
contribution, or in the case of a private utility using the federally financed 
eapital structure for sale and distribution of electric power by that utility, 
Suflice it to say that, except for the fine cooperation we have received, 
from the Department of the Interior, there is no indication of the so-called 
partnership policy being advocated by the administration for a project such as 
Mid-State. 

Instead, there seems to be more of a desire on the part of the Bureau of the 
Budget for Mid-State to concur closely to the historic and _ prior-precedent 
yardsticks of the Bureau of Reclamation than to try to fit it into a new cate- 
gory, although it would appear to have many aspects of the general picture we 
have had of the partnership idea. 

From our previous conferences together, I am sure that we have been in 
agreement as to the necessity of making a Mid-State bill conform to general 
reclamation law to the extent that we could find acceptance of the individual 
features of the project and without seriously endangering established precedents 
and policies. Likewise, as a sponsor of the Mid-State bill, I have had no desire 
to see the Mid-State legislation used for implementation of policies by law which 
heretofore have been mere administrative suggestions. It is, therefore, very 
difficult to write legislation for the mid-State project which will meet the ob- 
jections that have been raised. As a non-Federal project, it is the consensus of 
opinion that general reclamation law will not be applicable, and this makes it 
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necessary to write into the bill some of the basic features of the reclamation 
ie board has informed me recently of some of the concessions the district 
is willing to make by amendments to the bill, in order to comply as above ex- 
plained. Realistically, the Mid-State proposal is a true multipurpose project : 
its planning and development have not been dissimilar from that in use for the 
standard reclamation project; its engineering design has been generally ap- 
yroved by the appropriate Federal agencies and the benefits agreed upon. Place 
the Mid-State project alongside any other Federal reclamation project, and you 
will find basically only a difference in labels. One is F ederal and the other is 
non-Federal. In recent conference discussion here, the Mid-State project has 
even been referred to as a private project. The point I am making is that the 
nominal difference between Mid-State and a Federal reclamation project has 
developed to be the key to many of the difficulties encountered in progressing 
toward congressional authorization of this project. . 

An explanation of this nominal difference can be made from the history of the 
project’s development. The original Bureau of Reclamation plan was not feasible 
pecause of the inflexibility of the diversion laws of the State. When that obstacle 
became apparent there was a withdrawal of the Bureau of Reclamation in 
making an alternative proposal for the Platte Valley watershed. Coincidental 
at this time the Mid-State Reclamation District effectively organized and 
developed its own single-watershed plan. A laudable local enthusiasm grew for 
preceeding with the Meyer-planned project for stabilization of the underground 
water supply. The advance of several years, with constant refinement of the 
engineering design, but with rising construction costs, and inability to secure 
power rate commitments so far in advance, have posed increasing difficulty for 
the Mid-State district to finance the project in accordance with the original 
idea. ‘ 

Much progress has been made in recent years in consultation and cooperation 
with the Federal agencies. In the recent hearings the Commissioner of Reclama- 
tion admitted that the Bureau and the district have worked together so closely 
on the plan that if the Bureau were to build the project, it would, in all prob- 
ability, not plan it differently than has-been proposed by Mid-State. 

It is my personal belief that a point has now been reached where Mid-State 
must decide whether to pursue the objective along the lines now set forth in 
the instant legislation, or whether to seek acceptance of the project by the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation for its own sponsorship as a part of the Missouri River 
basin development. For the reasons set forth in this letter, it is my opinion 
that there is no assurance for early acceptance of the project by the Congress in 
its present non-Federal status. I have reason to believe that there would be a 
better chance for authorization if the Department of the Interior could be pre- 
vailed upon to accept the project for its own sponsorship. This is a question 
that should be seriously weighed and decide upon by the Mid-State district 
itselfthrough its constituted governing body. 

If, in the judgment of your board, it is considered desirable to proceed as 
suggested, I believe that a resolution to this effect would be in order. I would 
recommend that a statement containing your decision on the matter should be 
sent to the following: 

Hon. Fred Seaton, Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. Floyd Dominy, Commissioner of Reclamation. 

Hon. Wayne Aspinall, chairman of the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

Hen. Walter Rogers, chairman of the Subcommittee on Irrigation and 
Reclamation. 

Hon. Carl Curtis, U.S. Senator. 

Sponsors of H.R. 3662 and H.R. 5073, myself and the Honorable Glenn 
Cunningham, respectively. 

I would hope, of course, that if the Department of the Interior is favorably 
disposed toward this Federal approach, that there would be no appreciable de- 
lay in the forward progress of this legislation. It is not known to what extent 
either the Department or the committee might insist upon additional planning 
reports by the Bureau of Reclamation in regard to the project. However, pre- 
liminary inquiry on my part has indicated that there is a possibility of the 
Bureau being able to adjust itself to the request at any early date. 

There is further doubt as to the capability of the committee to take executive 
action on the Mid-State bills yet in this session. I would do my best, however, to 
expedite committee action at the earliest possible time. 

Even if Mid-State is to change to a federally sponsored concept in the language 
of a bill, a good many hurdles are yet ahead. With the present national con- 
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cern over Federal expenditures and some disfavor toward this type of improve. 
ment to agricultural areas, the task of securing legislative approval now or next 
year is definitely a major one. Nonetheless, you have my pledge for continued 
effort toward legislative authorization of the Mid-State project. 
Respectfully submitted. 
DONALD F. MoGrntey. 


On July 13, 1959, the Mid-State board of directors met in Grand Island, Nebr 
and considered the conferences that had been held and the contents of my sum. 
mary letter. Thereupon, the board unanimously adopted a resolution, which 
was forwarded to the committee and interested agencies, in the following form 
and content: 

RESOLUTION 


Whereas the board of directors of the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District 
has heretofore been following a policy of endeavoring to secure authorization and 
construction of the Mid-State project as a non-Federal project under a plan 
which would call for a partnership with the Federal Government ; and 

Whereas there have been no partnership projects authorized of the magnitude 
of the Mid-State project, and it appears that the complexities and problems of 
such special legislation are insurmountable at this time; and 

Whereas it is considered vitally necessary to the general welfare of the area 
that the Mid-State project be constructed at the earliest possible date: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Board of Directors of the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation 
District, as follows: 

1. That the district immediately seek to have the Mid-State project authorized 
as a fully Federal project entitled to participate in the benefits of the Missouri 
River basin project. 

2. That the district hereby solicits the assistance, guidance, and advice of the 
Department of the Interior and the Bureau of Reclamation in the matter of secur- 
ing construction of the Mid-State project at the earliest possible date, as a Fed- 
eral project, and as closely as practical in accordance with the general plan and 
design proposed by the Mid-State district. 

3. That the district pledges the full cooperation of its directors, officers, and 
employees, to work in a cordial and helpful atmosphere with the interested Goy- 
ernment agencies and employees to the end that construction of the Mid-State 
project may be accomplished at the earliest possible date. 

Dated at Grand Island, Nebr., this 13th day of July 1959. 

VERNON Rice, President. 

Attest: 

J. K. McKINNEy, Secretary. 

I hereby certify that the above is a true and exact copy of the resolution unani- 
mously adopted by the board of directors of the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation 
District at their meeting on Monday, July 138, 1959, at which nine directors were 
present and voting. 

[SEAL] J. K. McKInney, Secretary. 

JULY 13, 1959. 

Very shortly I expect to be in a position to offer amendments to H.R, 
3662, or, if necessary, to introduce a new bill, containing the required 
language changes needed in requesting authorization of the Mid-State 
project as a standard Federal project under the sponsorship of the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

Finally, I want to assure each member of the Subcommittee on Irri- 
gation and Reclamation that I am grateful to them for their interest 
in this project which is of vital importance to the three-county area 
in Nebraska which it is intended to serve. I have received much 
helpful advice and cooperation from individual members in worki 
toward an agreeable solution to the problems that have been raised. 
As a new member on the committee, and charged with the responsi- 
bility of advocating authorization of the Mid-State project for my 
congressional district, I am deeply grateful for the assistance given 
to me by my fellow members. 
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